


Oct. 8, 1910. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


(Vol. 54.] 


837 








ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE 


INCORPORATED a.p. 1720. 
GOVERNOR: SiR NEVILE LUBBOCK, K.C.M.G. 


FIRE, LIFE, SEA, ACCIDENTS, MOTOR CAR, PLATE GLASS 
BURGLARY, ANNUITIES, EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY 
(Including ACCIDENTS to DOMESTIC SERVANTS). 

The Corporation will act as :— 

EXECUTOR OF WILLS. 
TRUSTEE OF WILLS AND SETTLEMENTS, 


Special Terms granted to ANNUITANTS when health is impaired. 





Apply for Full Prospectus to the Secretary, 
Head Office: ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON, E.C. 


THE NORTHERN 


ASSURANCE COMPANY LIMITED. 


ESTABLISHED 1836. 
LIFE. BURGLARY. ACCIDENT. 
LIABILITY. 


EMPLOYERS’ 
Accumulated Funds (1909) -«. £7,436,000 





FIRE. 


LONDON OFFICE :—1, Moorgate Street, 





FLOWERDEW & CO., 


COSTS DRAWN AND SETTLED (from papers alone, if necessary), 
TRANSLATIONS OF NOTARIAL QUALITY. 
VERBATIM LAW REPORTING. 

Permanent Office Staff in each Department. 

Head Offices: 14, BELL YARD, TEMPLE BAR, W.C. 

Also at 11, Poultry and Salisbury House, E.C. 


Telephones: Holbern 900 and Central 6150. Telegrams : ‘* Flowerdew, London,” 


LEGAL4» GENERAL 


LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 
ESTABLISHED 1836. 
10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 








THE 


PERFECTED SYSTEM 
OF 


LIFE 
ASSURANCE. 


SIMPLE AND SECURE, 











FREE, 


FUNDS - : - £6,931,000 INcomE- . ° £965,000 
New Businkss 1909: £3,865,000 Business IN ForRcE £25,715,000 


TRUSTFES. 
The Right Hon. The Earl of Hatssury. 
The Hon. Mr. Justice Drank. 
His Honour Judge Bacon. 
Romer Witu1ams, Esq., D.L., J.P. 
CHartes P. Jounson, Esq., J.P. 
DIRECTORS, 
Chairman. 
Romer Wit.tams, Esq., D.L., J.P. 
Bacon, His Honour Judge. 
Deane, The Hon. Mr. Justice. 
ch, Arthur J aq. 
io Oo 


Finch, a 
Follett, John 8.,, E 
Grant-Moek, A. idea ¥.P (Devi 

rant- » Ae, + SP. . % 
Haldane Francie O° Esq., ea Tweedie, R. W., Esq. 
Healey, Sir C. E. H.Chadwyck, K.C.B.,K.C. | Younger, Robert, Esq., K.C. 
REVERSIONS AND LIFE INTERESTS.—The Society lends in 

farge or small amounts, and purchases at favourable prices. 


Deputy-Chairman, 

Cuartes P, Jonson, Esq., J.P. 
Masterman, H. Chaun " 
Mellor, The Right Hon. Joka We, K,C, 
Rawle, Thomas, Esq. 

Rider, Jno. E. W., Esq. 
Saltwell, Wm. Henry, Esq. 





The Solicitors’ Journal 


and Weekly Reporter. 
LONDON, OCTOBER 8, 1910, 


*,* The Editor cannot undertake to return rejected contributions, and 
copies should be kept of all articles sent by writers who are not on 
the regular staff of the JouRNAL. 

All letters intended for publication must be authenticated by the name 
of the writer, 





Annual Subscription, 26s., by post 28s., half-yeariy and quarterly 
in proportion. 


Contents. 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL ..cccc..ccescennee 
OIE srnccensessessssecesccsnse 

oe LEGAL NEWS ... 

via te 2 | COURT PAPERs .... 

WINDING-UP NoTr 





CURRENT TOPICS 

EXCEPTIONS AND RESERVATIONS ...... 

SOME POINTS AS TO DOWER.... 

REVIEWS ... .- 000+ = 

CORRESPONDENCE 

POINTS TO BE NOTED one 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND LOCAL 
TAXATION: A PLEA FOR REFORM ,,, 844 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICKS,,, ..... .c.cccee sree 
PUBLIC GENERAL STATUTES. 


Case Reported this Week. 


Retter v. Walker 





Current Topics. 
The Cause Lists. 

WE pRINT the Chancery Cause List for the forthcoming 
sittings. Neither the Appeal List nor the Sittings Paper were 
issued at the time of our going to press. The Chancery List 
shews an advance on the numbers for the Trinity Sittings— 
from 315 then to 395 now, with 57 company matters as against 
42. 


The Lordship of Appeal. 


THE WEFK has been full of rumours, all agreeing as to the 
impending resignation of Lord CoLLins ; originally differing as 
to his successor, but ultimately fixing with such unanimity on the 
Attorney-General that he considered it desirable to mention the 
matter to his constituents at South Shields. If his observations 
are correctly reported, it would appear that there was no vacancy 
in the Lordship of Appeal up to Wednesday last ; but, it is 
to be observed that, apart from some “ chaff” about the eager- 
ness of journalists, he confihed himself to a statement that the 
reports were unauthorized, and avoided saying that there was 
no truth in them. We are sorry to say that information which 
reaches us from a well-informed quarter goes to shew that 
the retirement of Lord CoLLINs is imminent, but as to who 
will be his successor we can only “ waft and see.” 


Injury by Intentional Violence, How Far Injury 
by ‘‘ Accident.” 

ONE oF the latest cases under the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1906, is Nisbet v. Hayne, in which judgment was given by 
the Court of Appeal on the 2lst of July. In that case the 
claimant was the widow of a cashier of a coal company, who, 
while travelling in a railway carriage to a colliery with a large 
sum of money for the payment of his employer’s workmen, was 
robbed and murdered. The court held that the murder must be 
taken to be an accident so far as the deceased was concerned, 
and that it arose “out of” an employment which involved 
more than ordinary risk. By a curious coincidence the 
Court of Appeal in Ireland had a few weeks previously, in 
Andersm vy. Balfour (1910, 2 Ir. R. 497), to consider a 
very similar case. A gamekeeper, whilst engaged in the 
discharge of his duties, was attacked and injured by poachers. 
The court (the Lord Chancellor and Homes, L.J.; Carrey, L.J., 
dissenting) held that the case was one of personal injury within 
the meaning of the Act. The argument in both these cases was 
that there was no “accident” because the death or injury 





resulted from an intentional act, and intention excludes any idea 
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of accident. The answer to this argument is that the intention | does not contain all the terms necessary to satisfy the Statute 
of the person inflicting the injury is immaterial ; so far as any | of Frauds, is none the less a contract, and no new contract 


intention on the part of the person injured was concerned, the 
injury was accidental. There are many employments in which 
servants are obliged as part of their duty to do things legal and 
necessary in themselves but calculated to excite unreason- 
able anger in some of the persons with whom they are brought in 


contact. The discharge of their duties exposes them to special | 


risk, and this additional risk is something arising out of their 
employment. The agreement of the two Courts of Appeal is a 
strong presumption in favour of the correctness of the decision. 


The County Court Statistics for 1909. 


THE RECENTLY issued County Court Statistics for 1909 
contain interesting information as to the work of these tribunals. 
In spite of all the additional work which has been imposed on 
them in recent years they appear to retain their original 
characteristic and to be still in the main debt-collecting courts. 
The total number of plaints not exceeding £20 was 1,308,849 ; 
between £20 and £50, 12,586 ; between £50 and £100, 2,450 ; 
and above £100, 435. Thus the vast majority of the plaints are 
for small sums, and since the total number of judgments for 
defendants in all matters was only 7,780, while of the 900,000 or 
so for plaintiffs about half were entered by consent or by default, 
the nature of the procedure is apparent. And this is evident 


requires to be entered into after the commencement of the Act 
in order to lead up to the conveyance or lease. Thus the cop- 
veyance is not executed in pursuance of any contract made after 
the c»mmencement of the Act, and the case is not within section 
2. Consequently no Increment Value Duty is payable. But 
while it is satisfactory that the Commissioners recognize this as 
| the correct application of the Act under the circumstances, the 
occurrence of such cases makes it additionally important that 
they should grant the facility hitherto denied, and on proper proof 
of the facts, stamp the conveyance or lease with a stamp denoting 
that no duty is payable. Our correspondents suggest that a 
recital in the conveyance or lease would be sufficient for any pur- 
chaser or other person subsequently investigating the title, but 
we do not see any ground for the suggestion. Recent recitals 
are not evidence, and in important matters are not accepted as 
such. The Commissioners are pursuing a short-sighted policy in 
increasing quite needlessly the difficulties incident to the working 
of the Act. 


Valuation of Leasehold Interests. 

AN INTERESTING question as to the Increment Value Duty in 
the case of leasehold interests is raised by the letter from 
“W. H.W.” which we printed last week (ante, p. 815), and that 
from Mr. W. J. BLooMFIEFLD Hows, which we print elsewhere. 





also from the large number of judgment summonses, of which 
over 375,000 were issued. In a large proportion of cases 
proceedings have to be taken for enforcing judgments, and the | 
warrants of commitment issued numbered 136,630, while there 


were 352,308 executions against goods, though only 3,805 sales | 4, 


| 


were made. A comparison of the number of plaints under £20 
and of warrants of commitment issued in different circuits leads | 
to some remarkable results. Birmingham has the highest number | 
of plaints-—66,866—and the warrants were 3,036. Swansea with | 
53,126 plaints issued 9,111 warrants. But out of the 3,036 
warrants at Birmingham, 657 debtors went to prison ; while | 
out of the 9,111 at Swansea only 510 went to prison. The | 
Lincolnshire circuit shews the highest number of imprisonments, | 
namely, 840 out of 6,412 warrants of commitment, although 
the plaints under £20—32,472— were less than at either Birming- 


ham or Swansea. On the other hand, the Bolton district of | 


Lancashire, with 33,895 plaints, and 6,023 warrants, sent 


only 96 to prison. In the Metropolitan county courts, where the | 


number of plaints ranges from 20,000 to 34,000, the proportion 
of warrants and imprisonments is much less. Some country 
districts such as Devon and Cornwall are comparatively free from 
this rigorous process for debt collecting, tut the immunity is not 
confined to them. Oardiff with 26,465 plaints under £20, 
had only 621 warrants and 12 imprisonments, and Durham with 





23,290 plaints had 227 warrants and only 11 imprisonments. ! 


These figures indicate singular differences either in the babits of 
debtors or in the practice of judges. Why, the other figures 
being practically the same, are 840 debtors sent to prison in 
Linco Inshire, and 96 in Bolton ? 


Conveyances in Pursuance of Verbal Contracts 
before the Finance Act, 1910. 


FROM THE correspondence accompanying Messrs. Dixon & 
Hunt's letter, which we print elsewhere, it appears that the 
Commissioners of Inland Revenue take the view that any definite 
contract for sale or a lease made before the 29th of April, 1910, the 
date of the commencement of the Finance Act, 1910, exempts a 
subsequent conveyance or lease from being the occasion for the 
collection of Increment Value Duty. This, indeed, seems to be 
the necessary result of the wording of section 2. Increment 
Value Duty is to be payable on the occasion of any transfer on 
sale of the fee simple of land or of any interest in land, or the 
grant of any lease, in each case “in pursuance of any contract 
made after the commencement of this Act.” 'Thus the liability 
to duty does not depend in any way upon the form of 
the contract where one was in existence before the commence- 
ment of the Act; it is sufficient that there has been no 
contract since that date. Now,a contract which is not enforce- 


W. H. W. pointed out that Form 4 does not require, in the case 


| of a leasehold interest, that the ground-rent should be stated, 


and he considers that the omission makes it impracticable to 
value the leasehold interest. Mr. BLOOMFIELD HowWE replies 
at the scheme of the Act does not contemplate the valuation 


| of any leasehold interest, but only of the freehold, and conse- 


|quently the ground-rent is not required; and he refers to 
section 2 (2) (4), according to which the site value, when the 


| occasion for collecting the duty is the transfer on sale of any 


interest in land (which includes leasehold interests for fourteen 
years and upwards) is to be taken to be ‘the value of the fee 
simple of the land, calculated on the basis of the value of the 
consideration for the transfer of the interest.” This site value 
will be compared with the original site value of the fee simple, 
and when the increment (if any) for the fee simple has thus been 
determined, recourse must be had to section 3, sub-section 
3, and under this sub-section such proportionate part of 
ithe duty will be collected as may be determined by the 
|Commissioners to be payable in respect of the leasehold 
| interest in accordance with rules made by them for the purpose. 
According to the rules under section 3 (2) and (3), this pro- 
portion will be the ratio of the present value of an annuity for 
| the residue of the term tothe present value of the same annuity 
| in perpetuity. Apparently, therefore, the Commissioners are not 
concerned with valuing any leasehold interests. All that they 
require is the original site value of the freehold of the demised 
premises, Suppose this to be £500, and that the leasehold 
house, held, say, for an unexpired term of seventy years, is 
sold for £1,400, the Commissioners will have to ascertain the 
freehold site value at the time of the sale, and we presume that 
for this purpose the ground-rent will then be a necessary element 
in the calculation. Doubtless, in course of time, the process of 
making the calculation will become familiar. For the present 
we are content to assume, with the draftsman of the Act, that 
it can be done. Of course it involves an apportionment of the 
£1,400 between the house and the ground. If, as the result, 
the freehold site value appears to be £700, there is an increment 
of £2(0, and the proportion to be attributed to the leasehold 
interest will be determined by the use of the annuity ratio 
above mentioned. Thus, while the ground-rent may not be 
required for the original valuation, it will, we imagine, be 
required as soon as Increment Value Duty becomes payable. 
Subject to this, we agree with Mr. BLOOMFIELD Howe's reading 
of the matter. 


The Limits of an Auditor’s Duties. 


THE FXACT nature of the duties of an auditor of a public 
company are perhaps not capable of very exact definition, and 








able because it is verbal, or because, though in writing, it 





Mr. WILLIAM PLENDER, in his presidential address at the meeting 











Ov 
of the 
week, 
the bi 
in the 
the | 
repre 
for h 
policy 
again 
the o 
insta: 
Mr. | 
and 
know 
cause 
must 
direc 
char; 
This 
in R 

“ An 
denc 
to hi 
prud 
sam 
the | 
shew 
unto 
who 
sim} 
the 

ban! 
usef 
of t 
safe 
ban 
inde 
less 

of 2 

use 

dire 
ma: 


Th 

\ 
frat 
tro’ 
ban 
lad 
to | 
cou 
of 
pre 
bill 
bill 
los: 
in 


did 


acc 
the 
for 
the 
the 
to | 


to 

bar 
the 
gu 
an 
val 
ens 








tute 
Tact 
Act 
con- 
fter 
tion 
But 
; as 
the 
hat 
roof 
ing 
ta 
ur. 
but 
tals 
as 
rin 
ing 


in 
om 
hat 
re. 
Ase 
ed, 


ies 
on 
$6- 
to 
he 
ny 
en 
ee 
he 
ue 
le, 
en 
yn 


of 


Se ee 


ws oe ia 








ie ee ee 


Oct. 8, 1910. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


(Vol. 54.] 839 








of the Institute of Chartered Accountants, held at Sheffield last 
week, pointed out that the auditor was bound to verify items in 
the balance sheet which were capable of verification, but was not, 
in the absence of suspicious circumstances, bound to inquire into 
the soundness of advances and investments. Doubtl-ss_ this 
represents with sufficient accuracy the general duties of an auditor, 
for he has to verify figures rather than to inquire into matters of 
policy ; in other words, he is a protection to the shareholders 
against cases of obvious fraud, but he does not act asa check upon 
the officers whom they have themselves chosen. In the case, for 
instance, of an advance made by a bank, “the directors,” said 
Mr. PLENDER, “ took the responsibility of valuing the advance, 
and unless there were facts within or brought to the 
knowledge of the auditor, in the performance of his duties, which 
caused him to think their conclusions were obviously wrong, he 
must, with rare limitations, be content with the judgment of the 
directors. They were the agents of the company ; they were 
charged with the control and stewardship, not the auditor.” 
This follows very closely the dictum of Linpiey, L., 
in te London and General Bank (No. 2) (1895, 2 Ch,, p. 682): 
“An auditor has nothing to do with the prudence or impru- 
dence of making loans with or without security. It is nothing 
to him whether the business of the company is being conducted 
prudently or imprudently, profitably or unprofitably.” At the 
same time, as the learned judge continued, he must examine 
the books, and must take reasonable care to ascertain that they 
shew the company’s true position. This, however, leaves 
untouched the real difficulty, which is how to enable an auditor 
whose primary duty is confined to the verification of figures—a 
simple matter of mere routine—to speak as to the relation of 
the figures to the real position of the company. The case of a 
bank—at least of an ordinary bank—is, perhaps, not a very 
useful one to take, since it is one where itis essentially the duty 
of trained officers to decide as to advances, and an auditor may 
safely leave the matter alone. It is in other companies than 
banks that shareholders really require the services of an 
independent officer to speak as to the actual position, and doubt- 
less many auditors are able to perform their duties so as to be 
of assistance in this respect. But Mr. PLENDER’s address is a 
useful reminder that too much is not to Le expected in this 
direction. In other words, the auditor does not teke the judge’s 
maxim and make it his business ampiiare jurisdictionem. 


The Cotton Bills of Lading Dispute. 


WE HAD occasion, in some observations headed “The risk of 
fraudulent bills of lading” (ante, p. 714), to refer to the con- 
troversy which is still pending between English and American 
banks with regard to bills of exchange drawn against bills of 
lading for cotton. It is a common practice in the United States 
to draw bills of exchange against consignments of cotton to this 
country, and to discount the bills at a bank, depositing the bills 
of lading as security for the advance and leaving the bank to 
present the bills of exchange for acceptance, together with the 
bills of lading. The bank is, of course, entitled to retain the 
bills of lading untilits claim for advances is satisfied, but heavy 
losses have recently been sustained owing to the discovery that 
in many cases the bills of lading were fraudulent inasmuch as they 
did not represent any consignments of cotton. A resolution was 
accordingly passed by a committee representing English banks, 
accepting houses, and foreign banks, interested in cotton, that in 
the case of drafts drawn upon the banks against bills of lading 
for cotton and negotiated through exchange buyers in America, 
the banks, from and after a day specified, would decline to accept 
the drafts unless the genuineness of the bills of lading, both as 
to signature ard as to the possession of the cotton by the carriers 
up to the time of issue, were guaranteed by such exchange buyers 
to the correspondents of the banks concerned. The American 
banks have, since the passing of this resolution, refused to give 
the guarantees required, on the ground that the giving of such 
guarantees was not warranted by the constitution of the banks, 
and have proposed as an alternative that certificates of 
validation should be issued by the American railway companies 
engaged in the carriage of the cotton. All duplicate bills 


of lading to be marked “Copy, not negotiable,” and railway 





agents to be instructed henceforth to attach to each bill of 


lading a signature and a certificate. Records of the date and of 
the quantity of the cotton to be required in the case of each bill 
and to be kept by the railway companies and to be stamped, 
partly on the bill and partly on the certificate. This 
proposition has, we understand, been rejected by the English 
banks. ‘The question is of great interest to all engaged in the 
American cotton trade, as well as to bankers who advance 
money on the security of what are called ‘documented ” bills of 
exchange, all of whom are waiting with interest to see whether 
any, and what, settlement can be arranged. 


The Revision Courts. 

Now THAT the annual work of revising electoral registers is 
nearly over in the revision courts, one cannot help being 
astonished at the extraordinary complexity of the statutes relat- 
ing to registration of electors and the extraordinary smoothness 
with which, in spite of this complexity, the revising barristers 
manage to get through their work. Possibly the prohibition 
against the appeararce of counsel in these courts has something 
to do with the smoothness of their working. The system may 
be rough and ready, but it is successful. In a recent case a 
revising barrister is reported to have said, when an agent 
insisted on strict legal proof of ownership of property, that, in 
the words of one of the judges, if they were to have a “ law case” 
on each claim they would never be able to get through the 
revision. The revising barrister may accept practically anything 
he chooses in the way of evidence, and his finding on a question 
of fact is not usually open to review in an appeal court. 
Nevertheless, there are limits as to the evidence the revising 
barrister can act on, as is shewn by the case of Kent v. 
Fittall in 1908, where the Court of Appeal directed the 
revising barrister to hold another revision court for the pur- 
pose of completing the revision: see 1908, 2 K. B. 933. Evidence 
of repute had been admitted in order to defeat an objector, and 
this the Court of Appeal held a revising barrister was not 
entitled to do, although under section 28 (10) of the Parlia- 
mentary and Municipal Registration Act, 1878, evidence of 
repute might have been admitted in favour of the objector. 
Appeal to the Divisional Court from the revising barrister is by 
way of a case stated as to some point of law under section 42 of 
the Parliamentary Voters’ Registration Act, 1843. But where 
a member of the bar claimed to be heard on behalf of a political 
association, simply as ‘an honorary and volunteer representa- 
tive”—he being in fact president of the association, and the 
revising barrister refused to hear him, it was held by the 
Divisional Court that the, revising barrister had no power to 
state a case under the circumstances. When the rejected 
advocate appeared to uphold his appeal, Lord CoLerincs, C.J., 
said to him: “Even if he was wrong in refusing to hear you, 
which I do not think, this is not the proper mode of redress”: 
see (Connor v. Nicholson (1891, Fox and Smith’s Reg. Cases, 
250). Section 41 of the Act of 1843 is precise and brief 
as to counsel not appearing: ‘‘ No party or other person shall 
appear or be attended by counsel.” Bus it may be permissible 
to doubt whether the mere fact of the president of an association 
being a member of the bar would bring him within the prohibi- 
tion of this enactment. 


Railway Servants and the Law of Arbitration 
and Awards. 

A PASSAGE relating to the award of arbitrators in the report 
by Mr. James E. Wittiams to the annual meeting of the 
Society of Railway Servants is intimately connected with the 
existing law of arbitration and awards. He observes that 
“the awards of several of the arbitrators have been the 
subject of different interpretations by the officials of the railways 
concerned and the men When the awards are put into 
operation, the men find the results different from what they 
understood the award to be, hence dissatisfaction sets in, and 
requests are made to remedy what one believed to be mistakes . . . 
The press, public, and the Board of Trade intervened, until 
eventually the companies, one by one, agreed to meetings of the 
respective central boards to consider the al'eged misinterpretation 
of awards.” And after observing that objections had been made 
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by one of the railway companies to such inquiries in the absence 
of any express provision in the reference, he adds: “Such a 
provision was never considered necessary, but care will be taken 
when the scheme is renewed to meet such circumstances in the 
future.” It is scarcely necessary to say that our courts consider 
that an award should speak for itself and that there is the 
strongest objection against allowing the arbitrator to be 
examined for the purpose of shewing what he intended to be 
inc'uded in the award. It has been forcibly said that if evidence 
be admitted of the intention and state of mind of the arbitrator 
when he makes his award, its certainty is destroyed, and its 
effect depends upon his memory, clearness of intellect, and 
perhaps on his views and wishes taken up afterwards. To apply 
to an arbitrator after he has made his award, and to ask him to 
consider and determine a point which was not raised during the 
inquiry, is open to the same objection. But the law may be 
superseded by express agre2ment, and if the parties stipulate in 
express terms that the arbitrator may be from time to time 
consulted as to points which did not occur to the parties in the 
first instance, we see no serious objection to his being invested 
with a power similar to that exercised by courts of justice. It is 
in fact a power to make several awards, and the language in 
which it is conferred should of course be prepared with more 
than ordinary care. 


An Italian Commentator on English Law. 

ENGLISH LAWYERS will read with interest the opinion of an 
Italian commentator on the administration of the criminal law in 
Great Britain. ‘In England,” says M. Ferri, “the criminal 
law is uncodified and very defective. But the judges are 
excellent, and consequently the practical working of criminal 
j'stice is satisfactory. In Italy, on the other hand, we possess a 
code on which twenty-five years’ labour has been lavished. But 
our judges are incompetent in point of learning, and, moreover, 
are in subjection to the executive—so the administration of our 
criminal justice is in disrepute, it is impotent against evil-doers 
and vexatious to honest men.” 


Exceptions and Reservations. 


THE technical meaning of an exception and of a reservation 
have been settled ever since the time of Lord Coxkg, and it is 
singular that the language of conveyancers, which should be 
exact, has never been adapted to the legal meaning of the 
words. Leases still speak of “ excepting and reserving,” although 
the clause which the words introduce may operate neither as 
an exception nor as a reservation, and if the intention is to 
secure to the lessor a right of way or other incorporeal heredita- 
ment, the form of words conceals the real operation of the 
clause and does not call attention to the really important point, 
namely, that the words operate as a regrant by the lessee. 

An exception, says Lord Cox, is ever a part of the thing 
granted, and of a thing in esse; a reservation is always of a 
thing not in esse, but newly created or reserved out of the land 
or tenement demised (Co, Litt. 47a; Shep. Touch., p. 78); and 
in thus describing a reservation he was not dealing with incor 
poreal rights which may be created over the land, but with rent 
and services in the nature of rent which issue out of the land. 
“The rent, heriots, suit of mill, and suit of court,” said Lord 
Denman, C.J., in delivering the judgment of the King’s Bench 
in Doe v. Lock (2 A. & E. 705, at p. 743), “are the only things 
which, according to the legal sense and meaning of the words, 
are reservations. For we are of opinion that what relates to 
the privilege of hawking, hunting, fishing and fowling is not 
either an exception or reservation in point of law; and it is 
only a privilege or right granted to the lessor, though words of 
reservation and exception are used.” 

As a matter of practice the word, “‘ reservation ” or rather “ re- 
serving,” is not used in the creation of rent, to which alone it is 
legally appropriate. The creation of the rent is commonly 
described as the reservation of the rent, but it is introduced, 
not by the word “ reserving,” but by the word “ paying.” The 
words “excepting and reserving” are generally used together, 


and they introduce a clause which, according to its subject- 
matter, operates either as a true exception, so that the additional 
word “reserving” is inappropriate, or as a regrant, so that 
neither “excepting” nor “reserving” is appropriate. When 
the clause operates to exclude from the demise a part of the 
physical thing granted, then it is an exception, and the legal 
and popular meanings of “exception ” are identical. This is so 
where a house is granted with the exception of certain rooms, 
or a farm with the exception of certain fields, or land with 
the exception of the trees growing on it or the minerals 
underneath it. And consequently if the so-called exception 
is of the whole of the thing demised it is repugnant to 
the grant and is void: Darrell v. Collins (Cro. Eliz. 6); Horneby 
v. Clifton (Dyer, 264a); Cooper v. Stuart (14 App. Cas., p. 289) ; 
and see Cochrane v. M’ Leary (Ir. R. 4C. L. 165). But an exception 
out of an exception is, as it was said in Leigh v. Shaw (Cro. Eliz, 
372), good enough, and in that case, where there was a lease of 
a rectory excepting the house, saving a chamber, the chamber 
passed as part of the demised premises. But while “excepting” 
is the only appropriate word for preventing the whole of the 
parcels as first described from passing under the demise, yet the 
word “reserving” may produce the like effect (Co. Litt. 143a), 
though the term “reservation” in a deed will not be construed as 
applying to things which are properly the subject of exception 
if there are any matters to which it can be correctly applied: 
Doe v. Lock (supra). And even though the reservation purports to 
be of a part of the thing demised, yet it may operate as a redemise 
rather than an exception. In the Irish case of Moroney v. 
Macnamara (20 W. R. 905) the lessor demised five acres at a rent 
of £10, and purported to reserve one acre for his own use subject 
to a reduction of £2 so long as he requiredit. Since the £10 was 
reserved out of the whole, there was no exception of the one 
acre, though apparently there was a redemise. ‘The part 
excepted, if definite in amount,. may be left uncertain in 
the contract for the lease, as in Jenkins v. Green (27 Beay, 457), 
where there was an agreement for a lease of glebe containing 
437 acres, except thirty-seven acres which were not specified. 
The agreement was not void for uncertainty, but before the lease 
was granted the right of selection would be in the lessor, after- 
wards in the lessee. 


But the term “reservation,” although technically only 
appropriate to the creation of rent and services in the nature of 
rent, is, in popular language, appropriate to the creation of an 
incorporeal hereditament in favour of the lessor. The lessor 
demises the land and reserves to himself a right of way or a right 
of sporting over it. The term “reserves” describes exactly the 
transaction intended by the parties, and it is perbaps not sur- 
prising ‘that conveyancers have continued to use the word in 
this ordinary and intelligible sense, although, as a matter of 
legal accuracy, the use is erroneous. But that the term is 
erroneous is clear from other authorities than those referred to 
above. “A right of way cannot,” it was said by TiNpDAL, C.J, 
in delivering the judgment of the Queen’s Bench in Durham anil 
Sunderland Railway Co. v. Walker (2 Q. B., p. 967), “in strictness, 
be made the subject either of exception or reservation. 
It is neither parcel of the thing granted, nor is it issuing 
out of the thing granted, the former being essential to an 
exception, and the latter to a reservation.” And he pro- 
ceeded to point out what was the legal effect of a so-called 
reservation of an incorporeal hereditament. “A right of way 
reserved (using that word in a somewhat popular sense) to a 
lessor, as in the present case, is, in strictness of law, an easement 
newly created by way of grant from the grantee or lessee.” It 
follows that the instrument must be executed by the grantee or 
lessee in order to give legal effect to the grant of the easement. 
In the case of a lease, this causes no difficulty since the counter- 
part is always executed by the lessee, but in the case of a 
conveyance other than a lease the necessity of execution by 
the grantee may be overlooked. But even in such a case, 


though the easement is not legally created, yet the conveyance 
may operate as evidence of an agreement on the part of the 
grantee to grant the easement: Thellusson v. Liddard (1900, 
2 Ch., p. 645). 





The doctrine that a so-called reservation of an easement 
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operates as a regrant has the advantage, however, that the 
regrant may be made in favour of a person who is not a party 
to the deed. In Wickham v. Hawker (7 M. & W. 63) A. and B. 
by deed conveyed certain lands to D. in fee simple, excepting and 
reserving to A., B. and C., their heirs and assigns, liberty to come 
into and upon the lands and there to hawk, hunt, fish, and fowl. 
The deed was executed by D., and consequently it operated as a 
grant by him of the rights of sporting to A., B. and C. It was 
pointed out by Parke, B., that, as regards C., the words could not 
operate either as an exception or a reservation, and he adopted the 
view expressed in Doe v. Lock (supra) that it was not properly so 
described as to A. and B. ‘So far as related to [C.] it could not 
be a good exception or reservation, because he was not a convey- 
ing party to the deed ; nor is such a liberty, whether it be a mere 
easement or a profit @ prendre, properly and in correct legal 
language, either an exception or a reservation.” 

To bring leases and other conveyances into conformity with 
the legal effect of so-called reservations of easements, these 
reservations ought to be removed from the parcels and trans- 
ferred to an independent part of the deed where the lessee or 
grantee would purport to grant them. But even then the 
transaction would probably continue to be called a reservation of 
easements—the term is too convenient to be dropped—and it is 
unlikely that any such change will be made in conveyancing 
practice. There is in the nature of things no reason apparently 
why “reservation” should not have had technically the mean- 
ing which popular and conveyancing use alike give to it. A 
reservation of rent and a reservation of a right of way both 
imply the creation in favour of the lessor of rights which did not 
exist before, but which represent a part of the fruits or enjoy- 
ment of the thing demised which he wishes to keep for himself. 
Apart from Lord Coke and the judges who have followed him, 
the term “reservation ” is as appropriate to the one case as the 
other, and the law would have been simpler if “exception” had 
been applied to parts of the demised property excluded from the 
demise, and “reservation” had been applied to all rights in 
respect of the property which the lessor keeps for his own benefit. 
But this common-sense course has not been taken, and con- 
veyancers have added to the confusion by the time-honoured use 
of “excepting and reserving” to introduce a clause which 
usually neither excepts nor reserves. 


Some Points as to Dower, 


Actions to enforce rights of dower are not very common, and it is 
generally considered that the law relating to dower is fairly well 
settled, and that statements on the subject made in standard text- 
books are not likely to need serious correction. There is, however, a 
passage in Darby and Bosanquet’s treatise on the Statutes of Limita- 
tions, based on a case decided as long ago as 1865, which must now 
be taken as no longer accurate. The passage is this (2nd ed., p. 284): 
“ An action brought by a widow to obtain an assignment of dower 
is an action to recover land within the meaning of the second section 
of 3 & 4 Will. 4, c.27 or the first section of 37 & 38 Vict. c. 57, 
and consequently cannot be maintained more than twelve years after 
her right accrued. And as suits in equity were by the twenty-fourth 
section of 3 & 4 Will. 4, c.27 made subject to the same limitation 
as actions at law, a widow cannot, when that period has elapsed, take 
any proceedings in equity for that purpose.” The authority cited for 
this is Marshall v. Smith (5 Giff. 37)—though not cited from this 

articular report—decided by Stuart, V.C., in 1865. After stating 
fis opinion that dower was an interest in land within the meaning 
of the Real Property Limitation Act, 1833, the Vice-Chancellor 
concluded his judgment thus: “This is a bill in equity by a lady 
who for thirty-one years slept upon her right, and acquiesced in the 
possession of the heir, and who sought neither in a court of law nor 
of equity to recover, by any legal or equitable process, her right to 
dower ; and, in my opinion, her right has been barred by the Statute 
of Limitations, and the bill must be dismissed, and with costs.” It 
was thus left in doubt whether the judgment was based on the laches 
of the plaintiff or on the Statute of Limitations. A recent decision 
of the Court of Appeal has made it clear that the case of Marshall 
v. Smith is to be taken as correctly decided only on the ground of 
laches, and that it is no authority for the view that the Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833, was a statutory bar to the suit. The passage 
in Darby and Bosanquet must therefore be considered as no longer 
accurately stating the law. 








The case in the Court of Appeal referred to is Wi//iams v. Thomas 
(1909, 1 Ch. 713), and the judgment of the Master of the Rolls 
varticularly makes clear some interesting points in the law of dower. 

he action for assignment of dower was brought by the widow of an 
intestate who died in 1885. For twenty years she received one-third 
of the net rents which her deceased husband’s co-heiresses (the 
defendants) themselves received from the intestate’s freeholds. In 
1905 her right to this third was disputed, and a writ was issued by 
the plaintiff. The defence was that the plaintiff was barred by the 
Statutes of Limitation, and should have brought her action for assign- 
ment of dower within twelve years from 1885. Judgment in the 
action was given for the plaintiff by Ever, J., partly on the ground 
that she had been in possession of the property within the statutory 
period, and the defendants appealed. The judgments in the Court 
of Appeal, though dismissing the appeal and deciding in favour of 
the plaintiff, proceeded on different grounds from those in the court 
below. 

The Master of the Rolls said it was necessary to consider what 
was and is the position of a dowress both at law and in equity. 
After referring to Magna Carta and the Statute of Merton (20 Hen. 
3), it was pointed out by the Master of the Rolls that eventually 
courts of equity had assumed jurisdiction and enlarged the widow's 
rights. They gave her one-third of the rents and profits from the 
intestate’s death until assignment of dower. Thus in equity a 
dowress had two distinct rights—-“a right to one-third of the rents 
and profits from the death, and next aright to have dower assigned 
to her, the first being in no way dependent on the second.” Hence a 
widow now has in all courts “one right divided into two parts,” and 
no laches could be charged against the plaintiff for not insisting on her 
right to a formal assignment of dower. 

With respect to the contention that the action for assignment of 
dower fell within the Statute of Limitations, the Master of the Rolls 
said the statutes applied to actions or suits “to gain possession of a 
definite piece of land as distinguished from a proceeding to obtain 
a delimitation of parcels under which for the first time a title to a 
definite piece of land will be obtained.” The action for assignment 
of dower, in fact, resembled an action for partition or for ascertain- 
ment of boundaries, and was no more barred under the present 
circumstances than an action by co-owners who had been “for fifty 
years content to remain co-owners without partition.” So far as 
Marshall v. Smith (supra) decided that the Statute of Limitations 
was any bar it could not be supported. The ground of laches could 
only be taken where no claim to any rights as dowress had been made 
for a number of years. 

It had also been contended that dower ought to be assigned 
according to the value of the land at the time of the intestate’s death, 
and not according to the value at the time of the assignment. Some 
of the land had increased in value recently. Against this view the 
Master of the Rolls was content merely to cite Co. Litt. 32a. The 
passage is this: “If the wife be entitled to have dower of three acres 
of marsh, every one of the value of twelve pence, the heir by his 
industry and charge maketh it good meadow, every acre of the 
value of ten shillings, the wifg shall have her dower according to the 
improved value, and not according to the value as it was in her 
husband’s time.” FLetcHER Moutton, L.J., however, went more 
minutely into this question, and made the following observations : 
“There is also a practical consideration which satisfies me that in 
olden times the assignment would have been made according to the 
value at the date of the assignment. Jt had to be done by the 
sheriff, and must have been a sufficiently difficult task under all 
circumstances. But it would have been impracticable for such an 
officer to make an assignment of one-third of the value of the lands 
if that value had to be taken at some preceding date, and not as 
he found them.” This “practical consideration” is singularly 
@ propos as @ criticism on the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, and its 
system of retrospective valuation ! 

The result of the Court of Appeal’s decision in Wi/liams v. Thomas 
has thus been to settle three points in the law of dower : 

(1) A dowress’s right is a double one—the right to rents and 
profits from her husband’s death, and the right to assignment of 
dower at any time she may choose. 

(2) The right to dower is not an interest in land within the Statute 
of Limitations, nor need the action for assignment of dower be brought 
within the statutory period. 

(3) For the purpose of assigning dower the value of the land at the 
time of assignment is to be taken, and not its value at the time of 
the intestate’s death. 


The next examinations of candidates for admission into the Society 
of Incorporated Accountants and Auditors will be held in England, 
Scotland, and Ireland on the 28th, 29th, and 30th of November, and 
the Ist of December. 
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Reviews. 


National and Local Finance. 


NaTIONAL AND LocaL Finance. By J. Watson Grice. 
PREFACE by Srpney Wess. P. S. King & Son. 
This book forms one of a series called “Studies in Economics 
and Political Science,” being monographs by writers connected with 
the London School of Economics and Political Science. It is further 
stated to be, on the title-page, a review of the relations between the 
central and local authorities in England, France, Belgium and 
Prussia during the fineteenth century. The object of the book is to 
a great extent to compare the English system of public finance with 
the systems prevailing on the Continent, of which the three specially 
considered—France, Belgium and Prussia—are taken as typical. Such 
a comparison, of course, involves a separate description of each system. 
First come a number of chapters on England, then several dealing with 
France, Belgium and Prussia, and finally further chapters instituting 
comparisons of considerable interest between England and the 
Continental countries. The book is certainly not a law book in the 
ordinary sense, and the only legal flavour about it is imparted by 
the pretty frequent citations of statistics dealing with local govern- 
ment and with finance. Naturally it bristles with statistics. The 
author, however, seems to have conferred a real boon on all who 
desire to master the intricate system under which public revenue is 
raised and expended in this country. The accounts of foreign 
systems materially help in grasping the salient features of our own, 
as, for instance, the chapter on “ Resources of Local Authorities ” 
(p. 281 et seq.), where it is pointed out how English local authorities 
depend almost entirely on what is practically a single-tax system— 
namely, the rates levied on occupiers and assessed by annual rental 
value. That the subject of the incidence of taxation is of interest 
to lawyers generally is shewn by the fact that a paper on Local 
Government and Taxation was read at the recent provincial meeting 
of the Law Society. : 


WITH A 


Books of the Week. 

Practice.—The Annual Practice, 1911: being a Collection of 
the Statutes, Orders, and Rules relating to the General Practice, 
Procedure and Jurisdiction of the Supreme Court, with Notes, 
Forms, &c. By B. Fosserr Lock, M.A.. Barrister-at Law, RicHarD 
Wuirr, a Master of the Supreme Court, and Francis A. STRINGER 
of the Central Office, Royal Courts of Justice. In Two Volumes. 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited) ; Stevens & Sons (Limited), 

Medical Jurisprudence.—The Principles and Practice of 
Medical Jurisprudence. By the late ALFRED SWAINE TA yLor, M.D., 
F.R.S., Fellow of the Royal College of Physicians of London. Sixth 
Edition. Edited, Revised and Brought up to Date by Frep J. Smira 
M.A., M.D. (Oxon.)., Fellow of the Royal College of Physicians, 
London, &e. In Two Volumes. J. & A. Churchill. 7 

Book-keeping.—The Student’s Catechism on Book-keeping 
Accounting and Banking. By Frepertck Davey. With an 
Appendix containing a Graduated Course of Exercises and Examina- 
tion Questions, Butterworth & Co. 


Stock Exchange.—Stock Exchange Law and Practice. By 
Wynpnam A. Bewes, LL.B. (Lond.), Barrister-at-Law. Sweet 
& Maxwell (Limited), 

Land Law.—Land Law and Registration of Title: A Com- 


narison of the Old and New Methods of Transferring Land. By 
Eustace J. Harvey. Longmans, Green, & Co. 

Company Law.—Principles of Company Law. 
F. Topuam, LL.M., Barrister-at-Law. 
& Co. ; Shaw & Sons. 

Deeds of Arrangement.—Lawrence’s Deeds of Arrangement 
and Statutory Compositions and Schemes, with Precedents, Sixth 
Edition. By SypNey Epwarp WItL1AMs, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens 
& Sons (Limited), 

The Finance Act, 1894, and Subsequent Legislation as to the 
Death Duties, and particularly Estate Duty and Settlement Estate 
Duty and the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, as to Increment Value 
Duty, especially as to its Payment on the Occasion of Death, with 
an Introduction and Notes, and an Appendix. By Joun Eustace 
Harman, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Third Edition. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

The A B C Guide to the Practice of the Supreme Court, 1911. 
Ninth Edition. By F. R. P. Srrincer, of the Central Office of *the 
Supreme Court. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited) ; Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 
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Jom L By ALFRED 
Third Edition. Butterworth 


Offices of the 


Correspondence. 
The Land Duties and Leaseholds. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 

Sir,—Referring to W. H. W.’s letter, contained in your issue of 
to-day, there is no requirement, as I read Form IV., of particulars of 
the amount of ground-rent paid on leasehold piney This is, 
doubtless, because every property will be valued as 7¢f it were free- 
hold. A freehold valuation, and no other, fits in with the scheme of 
section 2 (2). 

If I understand this scheme properly, it is as follows :— 

Under section 2 (2) (4), the consideration for a leasehold dealing 
will form the dasis of an imaginary dealing with the property as if 
freehold. 

The site value on this imaginary dealing will be compared 
with the site value (also freehold) on the valuation following on 
Form 1V. 

Any excess of the former over the latter will be “increment 
value.” 

Duty will be calculated on this value, but the leasehold dealing 
will bear only a proportion of it—the proportion being calculated 
according to the intricate rules issued under section 3 (2) and (3). 

Am I right ? 7, J. BLoomFieLp Howe. 

22, Chancery-lane, London, W.C., Oct. 1. 


[See observations under head of “Current Topies ”—Ep. S../.| 





The Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—As your readers are aware, increment value duty under the 
above Act is not payable on the oceasion of any transfer on sale, 
or on any lease made or granted in pursuance of any contract made 
before the commencement of the Act, but we believe it has been 
suggested in some quarters that the contract referred to must 
be a valid agreement enforceable in a court of law. We therefore 
enclose you a copy of a letter we wrote to the Secretary of Inland 
Revenue with reference to the matter, and of the reply we received 
from him, from which you will see that the Board are of opinion 
that the word “contract” covers any definite agreement, whether 
verbal or in writing, and consequently whether enforceable or not. 
There would no doubt be difficulty in preserving evidence of a 
verbal contract, but probably a recital of the fact in the conveyance 
or lease would be sufficient for any purchaser or other person 
subsequently investigating the title. : 

It will be observed that the secretary’s reply only deals, on the 
face of it, with a transfer on sale ; but we have since received a 
further communication informing us that it was intended to apply 
equally to the granting of a lease. a Dixon & Hunt. 

13, Gray’s Inn-square, London, W.C., Sept. 30. 

The following is the correspondence referred to :— 


[copy.] 
13, Gray’s Inn-square, London, W.C. 
12th September, 1910. 

Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910—Increment Value Duty. 
Sir,—By Section 1 (a) of the above Act it is provided that on the 
occasion of any transfer on sale of land in pursuance of any contract 
made after the commencement of the Act, or the grant in pursuance of 
any such contract, — lease exceeding fourteen years’ increment value 

+ shall be payable. 

oF eld h A comeh obliged if you would kindly let us know whether 
in the opinion of the Board the contract referred to in that section is 
only a contract enforceable at law, or whether it may be considered to 
extend to (a) correspondence shewing that an arrangement had been come 
to by the parties before the passing of the Act, but which possibly for 
technical reasons may not be so enforceable, and (b) a bond fide verbal 
agreement not enforceable by reason of the Statute of Frauds. 

“We are dealing with cases in this office where these questions have to 
be considered with the view of getting the deeds properly stamped, and 
we should therefore be much obliged if you would kindly let us know, 
for our guidance, the view which the Commissioners take. : 

The date of ‘‘ the commencement of the Act” as referred to in the 
game section may, we presume, be taken to be the 29th April, 1910, when 
the Royal Assent was given to the Act, and not the 30th April, 1909, which 
is the date of the original valuation. Dixon & Hunt. 
The Secretary, Inland Revenue, Somerset House. 


[COPY. } 
Inland Revenue, Somerset House, London, W.C. 
17th September, 1910. 
Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. ; 
Gentlemen,—In reply to your letter of the 12th instant, I am directed 





Council. 


by the Board of Inland Revenue to acquaint you that where a transfer 
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on sale is made in pursuance of a definite contract, whether verbal or in 
writing, entered into prior to the commencement of the Act, the pro- 
visions of section 1 (a) of the Act relating to Increment Value Duty 
would not apply. 
The date of the commencement of the Act was 29th April, 1910, being 
the date on which the Royal Assent was given. 
P. THompson, Assistant Secretary. 
Messrs. Dixon & Hunt. 


[See observations under head of “Current Topics.”—Ep. S.J.] 


CASE OF THE WEEK. 
East Ham Police Court. 


RETTER v. WALKER. 25th and 27th Sept. 


DistRESSs FOR Rent—Statutrory Costs ror Man 1n Possess1on— 
Distress (Costs) Act, 1817—Law or Distress AMENDMENT ACT, 
1888—Excessive CHARGES. 


On the 20th of September last a summons, under section 2 of the 
Distress (Costs) Act, 1817, was heard by Mr. Grubbe, the stipendiary 
magistrate at the East Ham police-court, raising the question whether 
the Distress for Rent Rules, 1888, override the schedule in the Distress 
(Costs) Act, 1817, in relation to the costs allowed for the man in 
possession where the rent due and levied for does not exceed £20. The 
plaintiff is the tenant and occupier of shop premises at Church-road, 
Manor Park, at a rental of £20 a year, payable quarterly. On the 6th 
of September last he was £8 in arrear with his rent, and on that day 
the defendant, as broker for the landlord, levied a distress for such 
arrears. In order to save his goods being removed from the premises, 
the plaintiff, shortly after the levy, entered into an agreement with 
the defendant to give him ‘‘ walking possession,’’ and paid the defendant 
£1 on account of the rent, £1 2s. 6d. for five days’ possession money 
in advance, and 3s. the levy fee. The balance of the rent distrained 
for was paid on the 12th of September. By the summons the plaintiff 
claimed £1 10s. from the defendant, being treble the amount of over- 
charges for man in possession had, taken and received by the defendant 
as broker from the plaintiff as tenant, being the difference between 4s. 6d. 
per day for five days actually charged, and 2s. 6d. per day allowed 
by the Distress (Costs) Act, 1817. Mr. C. Levick, who appeared for 
the plaintiff, stated that the costs of a distress for rent were 
governed by the Distress (Costs) Act, 1817, and the schedule thereto, 
and the Law of Distress Amendment Act, 1888, and the Distress for 
Rent Rules, 1888, made by the Lord Chancellor by virtue of section 8 
(2) of the latter Act. The Act of 1888 did not expressly repeal the 
1817 Act. He contended, therefore, that the Distress (Costs) Act, 
1817, still governed the question of costs for man in possession where 
the amount of rent levied for did not exceed £20, and that, as the 
schedule to that Act only allowed 2s. 6d. a day for the man in 
possession, the defendant had overcharged the plaintiff to the extent 
of 2s. a day for five days. He submitted that the intention of the 
Legislature when enacting the Law of Distress Amendment Act, 1888, 
was to protect tenants from excessive costs where the levy for rent 
was for a sum exceeding £20, as prior to that Act there had existed 
no statutory limit to the costs to be taken in such cases, and that they 
had merely to be reasonable: Hx parte Arnison (L. R. 3 Ex. 56); 
Lumsden v. Burnett (1898, 2 Q. B., at p. 183). The Acts of 1817 and 
1888, when looked at in that way, were consistent with one another : 
Coster v. Headland (1906, A. C. 286). The 1817 Act dealt specially 
with distraints for sums not exceeding £20, whereas the 1888 Act was 
a general one rot confined to any particular amount, and also dealt 
with subjects outside that of costs, and it was possible to apply its 
provisions in a reasonable way without extending them to a subject 
specially dealt with by earlier legislation. If that were so, the court 
could not hold the special legislation to have been indirectly repealed by 
the general legislation : Hawkins v. Gathercole (6 De G. Mac. & G. 1); 
Seward v. Vera Cruz (10 A. C. 59, judgment of Earl of Selborne, L.C., 
at p. 68). Mr. Levick further submitted that the Distress for Rent 
Rules, 1888, Scale 2, were ultra vires so far as they allowed greater 
charges than those mentioned in the 1817 Act. The scale referred to 
placed a greater burden on the tenant than did the 1817 Act for a 
like matter—namely, 4s. 6d. a day, instead of 2s. 6d. a day, for 
possession money. He cited the judgment of Crompton, J., in 
Hacking v. Lee (29 L. J. Q. B. 206) and of Hannen, J., in Irving v. 
Askew (1870, L. R. 5 Q. B., at p. 211) in support of his submission. 
The object of the 1817 Act was to save oppression of the poor; but 
Scale 2 of the 1888 Rules, on which the defendant relied, increased 
their burden, and that could not have been the intention of the Legis- 
lature. Mr. Stewart Barnes, on behalf of the defendant, submitted 
that the 1888 Act had superseded the 1817 Act, and pointed out that 
the Lord Chancellor must have had the whole subject before him when 
sanctioning the 1888 Rules and Scale 2 thereunder. He suggested that 
it would be impossible for a bailiff to get a possession man to work 
for 2s. 6d. a day, and since 1888 every bailiff throughout the country, 
in circumstances like those in this case, had charged 4s. 6d. a day for 
possession money. He also referred to Scott v. Denton (1907, 1 K. B. 





September. In the course of it he pointed out that although the 
amount involved was not large, the subject-matter of the summons 
was one of considerable importance, especially in a neighbourhood like 
East Ham, where there are a great number of small houses, and where 
questions connected with the law of distress for rent are continually 
arising. He referred at length to the Acts and Rules in question, and 
to the judgment of Lord Selborne in Seward v. Vera Cruz, and pro- 
ceeded as follows :—‘‘ It appears to me that the words in the Act of 
1888 are capable of reasonable and sensible application without ex- 
tending them to the subject-matter specially dealt with by the Act of 
1817. The words of the 1888 Act may well apply to all cases where 
the sum demanded exceeds £20, and also within the limits prescribed 
by the 1817 Act to cases where the sum demanded does not exceed 
£20, and I think the two statutes may and ought to be read together. 
I cannot myself gather any intention that the general words of the 
later Act should derogate from the rights conferred upon the poorer 
class of tenants by the earlier Act, and I think I should be wrong 
if I held that those rights have been cut down by the very general 
words of the later Act, unless such intention was very clearly shewn. 
The case which has been cited, also, of Coster v. Headland, seems to 
me to confirm this view. I think, therefore, that the provisions of the 
Act of 1817 are still in force, and that the defendant had no right 
to exact more than 2s. 6d. a day in respect of the man in possession; 
and, as he has exacted 10s. above the proper sum, I must adjudge treble 
that sum to be paid by him to the complainant.’’ Judgment accord- 
ingly, the magistrate consenting to state a case. 


Points to be Noted. 
Conveyancing and Equity. 

Perpetuity—Power of Appointment.—<A devise of realty in trust 
for children and the survivors of them for life, with power to any 
child to appoint a life interest by will to his or her wife or husband, 
with an ultimate trust for sale and division after the death of the 
last surviving child or appointee, may obviously result in the exer- 
cise of the trust for sale oat the limits of perpetuity. But, if in 
fact the power of appointment is not in any case so exercised as to 
raise the question of perpetuity, the ultimate trust remains valid ; 
for the unexercised power is “an alternative independent gift,” and 
being in the event inoperative it does not affect the validity of the 
other limitations.—Re Davies anp KeEnt’s Contract (C.A., 
April 19) (1910, 2 Ch. 35). 

Limitation of Action—Rent-charge.—A rent-charge, as a charge 
on land, was extinguished, by section 3 of the Civil Procedure Act, 
1833, when twenty years had elapsed without payment or acknow- 
ledgment. By section 1 of the Real Property Limitation Act, 1874, 
the twenty years are cut down to twelve ; and they are cut down as 
regards not only an action on the security of the land but also an 
action on the covenant to pay the rent-charge. Therefore, when 
twelve years have elapsed without pegmaset or acknowledgment, a 
rent-charge is entirely unenforceable—Suaw v. Crompton (K.B 
Div. Ct., April 27) (1910, 2 K. B. 370). 


Mortgage—Merger—Moxrtgagor’s ignorance of payment off.— 
It is a “ well-known equitable doctrine” that if a stranger pays off a 
mortgage on an estate, he presumably does not intend to discharge 
that mortgage, but to keep it alive for his own benefit. It is 
immaterial, for the application of this doctrine, whether the actual 
mortgagor requested the stranger to make the payment (or indeed 
knew that it had been made), and whether the stranger did or did 
not intend to keep the mortgage alive as regards a part of the 
incumbered estate of which he had no knowledge.—BuT.er v. Rice 
(Warrington, J., May 26) (1910, 2 Ch. 277). 


Charity Commissioners—Cy-pres.—The doctrine of cy-prés» 
under which the Charity Commissioners may apply charitable trust 
funds to a purpose similar to, but not identical with, the yous set 
out in the original document of trust, is not applicable unless the 
original purpose is or has become practically impossible to carry out, 
The Commissioners have no power to vary a scheme on the ground 
that a variation will be beneficial ; and the court will interfere to 
restrain them from such variation. —RE WEIR Hospitat (C.A., 
June 7) (54 Soxicrrors’ JouRNAL, 600 ; 1910, 2 Ch. 124). 


Donatio mortis causa—Subsequent will—Revocation—Satis- 
faction.—A donatio mortis ow = not revoked by a tp — 
subsequently and bequeathing to the same person an equal amount ; 
and ‘bere is no presumption that it is intended to be satisfied by the 
bequest.—Hupson v. SPENCER (Warrington, J., June 8) (54 
SoLicrrors’ JOURNAL, 691 ; 1910, 2 Ch. 285). 








Mr. Justice Grantham, who arrived in Liverpool last week from 
Canada, stated, says the 7'imes, that while on a moose-hunting expedi- 





Mr. Gruppe reserved his judgment, and gave it on the 27th of 


tion he fell and injured his jaw. He has now quite recovered, 
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Local Government and Local Tax- 
ation: A Plea for Reform. 


In a paper read by Mr. Thomas Marsden, of Blackburn, at the Bristol 
meeting of the Law Society, he said : 

In this paper I propose to set forth a few of the more important 
reforms that are called for in our present system—if system it can 
be termed—of local government and local taxation in this country. 
The reforms which will be dealt with are those implied in the following 
propositions: That there should be one, and_ only _ one, 
authority for all purposes of local government and _ local taxa- 
tion; that there should be an increase in the administrative 
work and powers of local authorities; that personal, as well 
as real, property should be rated for local purposes; that owners, 
as well as occupiers, of real property should be directly rated, and 
should bear a moiety of the rates levied on real property; that more 
publicity should be given to the estimates of lox al authorities. Some 
observations will also be made upon the three following subjects : The 
borrowing and repayment of moneys by local authorities; the State 
contro] of local authorities; State contributions in relief of local taxa- 
tion. 

One AREA AND ONE AvTHoRITY yor LocaL GoVERNMENT.—First, 

then, as to the proposition that there should be one area and one 
authority for all purposes of local government. The present areas of 
local government and the divers authorities exercising jurisdiction 
therein lay themselves out to an eternity of criticism. . . . In 
place of the present overlapping areas and the present numerous 
authorities exercising jurisdiction in those areas, it is submitted that, 
as far as possible, there should be one and the same simple area for all 
purpoes of local administration, and in that simple area one and only 
one authority. The areas should be: (1) the parish, (2) the borough, 
and (3) the county. The authorities for ices areas respectively should 
be the parish council, the town council, and the county council. The 
powers of the parish council should be limited as now, the county council 
continuing to have exclusive jurisdiction over the parishes in 
most matters. The town council, in all the large towns, should have 
in its hands the whole of the town’s business and concerns, and its 
powers should be exercisable, a far as possible, without interference of 
outside authorities, national or other. There would thus be two 
powerful local authorities, the county councils and the town councils. 
Boards of guardians, urban district councils, rural district councils, the 
overseers, highway authorities would and should all be abolished, and 
the work and powers of these bodies given to the county councils and 
town councils. The benefits from having one authority for one 
area of local administration in place of the present numerous over- 
lapping authorities would be incalculable. The saving in expenditure 
from having to keep up but one establishment would be no small 
advantage. There are many other advantages which suggest themselves 
as likely to accrue from the reform I am advocating. For example, a 
better class of citizen might be prepared to go in for municipal work 
were the status of the town councils raised in the manner suggested. 
Then there would, no doubt, be much greater difficulty in committing 
without detection offences against the Corrupt Practices (Public Bodies) 
Act. That the reform proposed would raise the status of the county 
and town councils is apparent on its mere enunciation. For, under the 
reform, the initiative and ultimate authority in every branch of local 
administration would rest with those authorities. In a word, the whole 
of the town work would be committed to the town council. 
Now as to the details of the proposed reform. While the area of a 
borough, for all local purposes, should be a single area, the districts 
for municipal work, educaticn (primary, secondary, and technical), poor 
relief, registration and collection of such Imperial taxes as are suitable 
for local collection, being one and the same—the borough boundaries 
should be so arranged as to include all the population really belonging 
to the borough, either by community of interest or occupation, or by 
the natural configuration of the suburban districts; the object in all 
cases ‘being to invest each town government with a self-contained and 
self-expressive character. Small boroughs lying close together should 
be grouped into one area of local administration. Very small decaying 
boroughs should be merged in a reformed county system—an easy 
transition, inasmuch as the county already transacts their judicial 
business, provides their police, and in many instances maintains their 
roads. There still remain the urban and rural districts. Where either 
an urban or a rural district belongs naturally to an existing borough, 
touching its boundary, using its institutions, occupying their inhabitants 
with the same interests, let the district be united to the borough to 
which, in a sense, it already belongs. Where there is no such contact 
with an existing borough, but where urban districts are themselves 
divided only by an arbitrary line, let them be merged into each other, 
so as to form a sufficiently large and important community. In these 
instances of consolidated urban districts, and in those urban districts 
which are already large enough, let their status be raised by making 
them boroughs, thus completely investing them with the powers and 
attributes of municipalities, which powers and attributes they but partly 
enjoy under their present organisation. 

INCREASE OF ADMINISTRATIVE WORK AND Powers oF LOCAL 
AvutTHoritirs.—Next as to the suggested increase of the administrative 
work and powers of local authorities. In addition to the care of the 
poor being given to the local authorities, there is much to be said for 
other additions, so far as the county councils and the councils of the 
larger towns are concerned. ‘For example, it is submitted that a good 








case is to be made out for constituting the county councils and the 
town councils the authorities in their respective areas for granting and 
regulating licences for the sale of intoxicating liquor. If all the powers 
of local ‘administration—municipal, poor relief, education, ra were 
centred in an elective body, why should not the licensing authority 
follow the same course; the county council and the town council 
respectively being constituted the licensing authority for the district, in 
place of the magistrates? This is no new proposal. It was made 
originally by Lord John Russell, when he introduced the Municipal 
Corporations Act in the year 1835. . . Then the necessity, under 
the Borough Funds Act, 1872 and 1903, laid upon the local 1 authority 
of having to convene a meeting and, if called for, a poll of ratepayers, 
in order that local authorities may proceed with the promotion o1 
opposition of Bills in Parliament, ought, it is submitted, to be abrogated. 
A resolution of the local authority in favour of its promoting o 
opposing a Bill passed by an absolute majority of the whole numbei 
of members of the local authority ought to be a_ sufficient 
safeguard against unnecessary and unwise expenditure in this connec- 
tion. That is, assuming the Local Government Board approved the 
proposed promotion or opposition. The sanction of the Local Govern 
ment Board must continue an indispensable requisite to the promoting 
or opposing of Bills by local authorities. . . . Local authorities 
might also advantageously be constituted the collector of such Imperial 
taxes and imposts as are suitable for local collection. And this, if fo 
no other reason than that of a saving of establishment expenses. It 
is not unusual to find in one town five sets of officials engaged in the 
assessment and collection of the income tax, and housed in five separate 
buildings ! Again, to a gathering of the representatives of the various 
local authorities in a county or larger district, including the county 
councils, it is submitted that limited powers of legislation on matters 
coming within the administrative purview of local authorities, might 
well be given. 

RatTING OF PERSONAL PRopeRTY.—Now, as to the rating of personal 
property for local purposes. From time to time for many years past it 
has been suggested that personal property should be made to contribute 
directly to the local exchequer and bear its fair share of the local 
expenditure. Not a few of the more influential writers on the reform 
of local taxation have set forth pleas in favour of the proposal in 
question. Primd facie, this proposal is a just and equitable one. That 
personal property gets substantial benefits from much of the local 
expenditure as well as real property cannot be questioned for one 
moment. Such being the case, it is submitted that in principle personal 
property ought to contribute towards local taxation. It may be said : 
Personal property does in fact contribute towards local taxation. What 
about State grants in aid of local taxation? To which we reply : That 
is so, but personal property should be directly rated by the local 
authorities. The difficulties in the way of rating personal property are, 
we admit, far from illusory. But it is submitted that they are not 
insuperable. And having regard to the recent further and heavy 
taxation by the State of real property, the time has now arrived when 
strong efforts should be made to empower and require local authorities 
to rate personal property, in fairness to the owners of real property. 


Tue Direct RatING of THE OWNERS OF REAL PRopeRTY.—Next, as to 
the proposal that owners of real property should be directly rated and 
should bear a moiety of the rates imposed on real property. This 
reform appears to have been advocated as strenuously as any reform 
in local government. Much can be urged in its favour. The advantages 
of making the owner share at the rates levied on that property are, on 
a little reflection, pretty obvious. In towns where yearly tenancies are 
prevalent,’the tenants paying all the rates, it is seldom that owners 
as a class take more than a passing, if any interest at all, in local 
affairs. In towns consisting for the larger part of cottages, in respect 
of which owners compound for the rates, the evil lies in the tendency 
for tenants to support any extravagant, wasteful scheme that may be 
advocated by the local demagogues, thinking that the money will not 
come out of their pockets, but out of the pockets of the grasping 
landlords. This proposal to divide the rates between owners and 
occupiers has truly been deseribed as a conservative one. I find that 
it has been recommended by at least two Committees of the House of 
Commons. It has been approved of in Liberal and Conservative Pai 
liaments alike. It was adopted in a Bill brought in by Mr. Goschen 
as far back as 1871. Further back still—namely, in 1843—a_ proposal 
founded on the same principle was made in a report of the Poor Law 
Commission upon Taxation, signed by Sir George Nicholl, Sir Georg 
Cornwall Lewis, and Sir Edmund Walker Head. Difficulties in apply 
ing the proposal in practice at once suggest themselves. But it is sub 
mitted that none of them would prove insuperable. 

PUBLICATION OF ANNUAL EsTIMATES.—With respect to the annual 
publication of the estimates of local authorities, I think the view is 
a correct one that at the present time the estimates of local authorities, 
with the exception of the parish councils and parish meetings, are not 
given that publicity which is so necessary for checking and preventing 
the waste and extravagance and corruption which insufficient publicity 
has a tendency to induce. . . . Now for the details of this reform. 
The town councilsand the county councils should prepareand publish yearly 
full estimates of income and expenditure for the ensuing twelve months. 
The estimates prepared by the town councils should be sent to the 
Local Government Board. The estimates prepared by the county 
councils should be sent to the Local Government Board and also to 
the various authorities within the county subject to the jurisdiction of 
the county council. After they had thus undergone a thorough scrutiny, 
copies of the estimates, both for the town council and for the county 
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council, should be kept at their respective offices, to be freely inspected 
by anyone whom the rate levied under such estimates might concern. 
The local authority, whether of town or of county, should receive from 
its committees the estimate of their financial wants for the coming 
year, on, say, the 30th of September in every year, and should then 
publish them. But the pert es should not come into effect for, say, 
a period of three months—that is, until the lst of January. In the 
meantime the estimates would be discussed, and the objections to 
them, if any, by the Local Government Board or by ratepayers, would 
be considered. As to county councils, I have not forgotten the pro- 
visions of section 74 of the Local Government Act, 1888, but that section 
does not go far enough. 

THE BoRROWING AND THE REPAYMENT OF Moneys By LocaL 
AvuTHORITIES.—Now, as to the borrowing and repayment of moneys by 
local authorities. The writer holds the view that there should be 
greater restriction on the exercise by local authorities of their borrow- 
ing powers; and the Local Government Board inquiry should not be 
such a matter of course affair. The Local Government Board control 
over local borrowing should be less limited. The extent of the indebted- 
ness of not a few of our local authorities is really alarming. A con- 
tinuance of the prevailing depression for a lengthy period would spell 
municipal insolvency on not a small scale. The good old maxim, ‘‘ Pay 
as you go along,’ has in many instances become as obsolete as the 
stocks or the ducking-stool. The advisability of returning to the stocks 
and the ducking-stool may be somewhat doubtful. But the wisdom, 
nay, more, the necessity, of honouring the maxim just referred to 
surely admits of no doubt whatever. There is another point of view 
upon this matter of municipal borrowing that should not be lost sight 
of. The incidence of local taxation being what it is—occupiers having 
to pay the rates to the exclusion of owners—the borrowing of money 
for expenditure on remunerative undertakings is absolutely against 
the interests of, and unfair to, the occupiers. The occupiers have to 
pay for the remunerative undertakings by increased rates, and when 
the rates are reduced on account of the revenues from the undertakings 
for which moneys have been borrowed it is not unlikely that in most 
cases the rents the occupiers have been paying will be increased. 

Tue State Conrrot or Loca AvrHorities.—It is submitted that 
the control by the central authority of local bodies should be the 
business of one department, and only one department. At the present 
time five separate departments of State have a share in that control. 
Let the powers of these several departments be consolidated in one 
department, whose sole business should be the effective supervision and 
control of all local authorities. This department should be the Local 
Government Board. 

Stare Contriputions 1x ReLier or Loca TaxatTion.—There remains 
one more subject to consider—State grants in aid. Needless to say, 
contributions by the State towards local expenditure are made in con- 
sideration of the services which, although ‘‘ predominantly national,’ 
are administered by the local governing bodies. The services locally 
administered which are regarded as ‘‘ predominantly national ’’ appear to 
be as follows : Police and criminal prosecutions, including conveyance and 
maintenance of prisoners; poor relief and other services administered 
by the Poor Law authorities; pauper lunatics ; education; main roads ; 
sanitary officers’ salaries. It is no doubt true that it is on account of 
these services that the rates have risen, and are likely to rise, not only 
by reason of the general cost of administration, but because of new 
duties imposed on local authorities by Parliament with such frequency 
during the past few years, and also of the requirements of central 
government departments. In these circumstances, it cannot be denied 
that the amount of the State grants to the local authorities is absurdly 
small and altogether out of proportion to the cost of the services 
rendered therefor. The Royal Commission appointed to inquire into the 
subject of local taxation in 1898, by their Majority Report, were of 
opinion that at that time the local authorities had a good claim to at 
least £2,500,000 more than the amount of the revenues at that time 
allocated -by ‘the State to the local authorities. The same report recom- 
mended that additional revenue to that amount should be handed over 
to the local authorities. Since the report referred to, further duties of 
a national character have been imposed by the State on the local 
governing bodies. These duties have entailed such an expenditure as 
to augment the amount named in the Majority Report above 
mentioned by at least £5,000,000. The following figures will show 
this quite clearly : At the time of that report the total annual expendi- 


ture for England and Wales on ‘‘national’’ services administered 
locally, excluding education, was taken as being £19,160,000, whereas 


in 1905- 6 (the latest year for which I have complete figures) the expendi- 
ture under the same head bad grown to £25,100,000, an increase of 
nearly £6,000,000, or 31 per cent. in seven years. The local rates 
levied in England and Wales in 1898-9 were represented by a calculated 
rate of 4s. 10d. in the £; in 1905-6 the corresponding figure was 6s. 1d. 
in the £; and now it is much higher. While the expenditure on these 
national services has thus rapidly increased the revenues assigned as the 
State contribution in respect of them yield at the present time almost 
exactly the same amount as when the Royal Commission above referred 
to considered the subject. The Majority Report of the Commission 
assumed the produce of those duties at £7,145,018 (1899-1900), and the 
Minority estimated it at £7,170,000. The average figure for the three 
years to the 3lst of March, 1908, is calculated to be £7,164,337. 
Having regard to the great increase in the cost of these national 
services and the non-expansiveness of the revenues assigned to meet 
such cost, the claim of the local authorities on the basis of the Majority 
Report of the Royal Commission may be estimated to have increased 
from £2,500,000 to the figure already mentioned—namely, £5,000,000. 





But I have not yet taken into account the increased local expenditure 
upon education. If the Imperial Exchequer were to bear, as it did ten 
years ago, the equivalent ef 60 per cent. of the cost of elementary 
education and a similar proportion of the cost of secondary education, 
the Government grants in respect of education would be increased by at 
least £2,500,000 per annum. The total amount of the claim the locai 
authorities have against the State for increased revenues towards local 
expenditure on national services is, therefore, no less a sum than 
£7,500,000 per annum. £7,500,000 per annum! This question of 
increased grants from the Imperial Exchequer is of tremendous import 
ance to all local authorities, espec ‘ally the county councils and the town 
councils in the larger towns. The rates, within the last two decades, 
have increased to such an extent in some towns that it is a question 
whether they can bear the weight of them much longer. The doubt 
is emphasised ie the depletion in the population of not a few localities, 
caused by the phenomenal emigration at the present time. It is sub- 
mitted that the Government should tackle this question without further 
delay. If the land taxes imposed by the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, 
remain unrepealed and become a source of net revenue, the justness of 
the claim of urban as against rural authorities to a considerable 
portion, if not the whole, ‘of that revenue cannot for one moment be 
denied, inasmuch as the increased value of land in the great towns 
has been brought about largely by municipal enterprise and municipal 
expenditure. In their report on the subject of urban rating and site 
values the Minority of the Royal Commission on Local Taxation 
appointed in 1898 say: ‘‘We have no doubt that the scheme should 
be confined to urban districts in a non-technical sense of the words, 
and to land which has received the large increase of value which is 
associated with a dense population and the execution of the great 
services of urban local government.”’ 








Law Students’ Journal. 


Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Strupents’ Depatinc Sociery.—October 4th.—Chairman, Mr. 
C. P. Blackwell.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That this house 
regrets the attitude of the Labour Party with regard to the Osborne 
decision.””’ Mr. W. S. Meeke opened in the affirmative; Mr. F. 
Burgis opened in the negative. The following members continued the 


debate: Messrs. Shearn, Meyer, Varley, Lemon, Kafka, H. F., 
Rubinstein, Thomas, Bartlett, S. J. Rubinstein, Pleadwell, W. S. 
Jones, Shrimpton, and Dollar. The motion was carried by fourteen 
votes. 


| Obitenes. 
George Fielding. 


Mr. George aie solicitor, of Dover, died on Monday, at the 
age of eighty-three. He was admitted in 1849, and was for many years 
District Registrar of the High Court at Dover and Registrar of the 
Dover County Court. He served the office of Mayor of Dover in 1877, 
and was a magistrate for the borough. At his death he was in partner- 
ship with his son, Mr. E. C, Fielding, under the firm of Fielding and 
Son. It is stated that he was a lineal descendant of Henry Fielding, 
the novelist. 


Laas News. 


Dissolutions. 


JOHN NEVE and EDWARD TURTON CRESSWELL, solicitors (Neve & 
Cresswell), Wolverhampton. Sept. 21. 
[ Gazette, Sept. 30. 





Information Wanted. 


FREDERICK HOLDEN TURNER, solicitor, deceased. — Wanted, 
Will or Draft Will of Mr. Frederick Holden Turner, of 61, Sussex- 
gardens, London, W., formerly of No. 40, Bedford-row, W.C. Write 
to Messrs. W. H. & A. G. Herbert, solicitors, 10, Cork-street, London, W. 


General. 


Mdlle. Marie Galtier has, says the Yvenaig Standard, been admitted 
a member of the Paris bar. There are now fourteen women practising 
as lawyers in the French capital. 

The Lordship of Appeal in Ordinary, from which, says the Weet- 
minster Gazette, it is reported Lord Collins is about to retire, has had 
no fewer than five holders in nineteen years; whereas that held by 
Lord Macnaghten, the Senior Law Lord, has had only two holders— 
himself and his predecessor, Lord Blackburn—since its establishment 
under the Appellate Jurisdiction Act in 1876, a period of thirty-four 
years. Lord Macnaghten’s judicial tenure has now extended to 
twenty-three years. 
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Lord Low, one of the Judges in the Court of Session in Scotland, is 
stated to be seriously ill. 

Lawrance, J., has fixed the following dates for the coming Autumn 
Assize on the North-Eastern Circuit :—Newcastle-on-Tyne, Novembe1 
2nd; Durham, November 8th; York, November 15th; and Leeds, 
November 21st. 

The London Gazette announces that the King has been pleased, by 
Letters Patent under the Great Seal, bearing date September 21st, 
1910, to confer the dignity of a Baron of the United Kingdom upon 
the Right Hon. Sir John Henry de Villiers, K.C.M.G., Chief Justice 
of South Africa, and the heirs male of his body lawfully begotten, by 
the name, style, and title of Baron de Villiers of Wynberg, in the 
Province of the Cape of Good Hope and Union of South Africa. 


At the Mansion House, on the 30th ult., says the Zimes, Francis 
Ernest Swann, described as a solicitor, living at Gravesend, was 
charged on remand with having, between July, 1904, and December, 
1905, in his capacity as one of the trustees under the will of the late 
Mr. William Joseph Claughton, converted £21,000 to his own use and 
benefit, contrary to the Larceny Act. Evidence was given by Mr. 
J. W. H. Byrne, a chartered accountant and trustee in the bank- 
ruptcies of the defendant and his partner and their firm, that, with the 
exception of four 100-dollar shares in a Singapore dock company, he 
found nothing in the assets belonging to the Claughton trust. The 
defendant, who pleaded ‘‘ Not guilty ’’ and reserved his defence, was 
committed for trial. 

Notice is given that, on the occasion of the re-opening of the Law 
Courts, on the 12th inst., a special service will be held at Westminster 
Abbey at 11.45 a.m., which the Lord Chancellor and His Majesty’s 
Judges will attend. In order to ascertain what space will be required, 
members of the Junior Bar wishing to be present are requested to send 
their names to the Secretary of the General Council of the Bar, 2, Hare- 
court, Temple, E.C., before 4 p.m, on Tuesday, October 11th. Bar- 
risters attending the service must wear robes. All should be at the 
Jerusalem Chamber, Westminster Abbey (Dean’s Yard entrance), 
where robing accommodation will be provided, not later than 11.30 
a.m. A limited number of seats in the South Transept will be reserved 
for friends of members of the Bar, to whom one ticket of admission 
(or if possible two) will be issued on application to the Secretary of 
the General Council of the Bar. No tickets are required for admission 
to the North Transept, which is open to the public. 

The report of the Commissioners of Prisons for the year ended 
March 31st, 1910, just issued, shows a considerable decrease in the 
number of prisoners. The number received under sentence in the 
local and convict prisons and Borstal institutions in England and Wales 
and the State inebriate reformatories was 200,265, a decrease of 5,410 
as compared with the previous year. The proportion of prisoners 
received to the number per 100,000 of the population of the country 
was 503.3, against 523.1 in the previous year, and 505.4 in 1908. Among 
non-indictable offences there is a decrease of 5,852 in drunkenness. As 
to the Prevention of Crime Act, 1908, the Commissioners state that 
steps have been taken to proceed with the new establishment for cases 
coming under the portion of the Act relative to preventive detention, 
and regulations for carrying that part of the Act into operation will 
shortly be submitted. Of 1,475 males between the ages of sixteen and 
twenty-one committed for trial since August Ist, 1909, 385 have been 
sentenced to detention in a Borstal institution. There has been a 
decrease of over 8,000 since the year 1894 in the number of juvenile 
adults. 

‘* Ex Oriente,’’ writing to Wednesday's 7imes on ‘‘ Chinese Jurists 
in London,” says :—‘‘ Sir,—Your issue of September 22nd contained 
a report of the luncheon at which the Chinese Government’s repre- 
sentatives at the International Prison Congress were entertained by the 
London Court of Arbitration. This report was headed ‘ Chinese 
Jurists in London.’ To prevent misconception of the position of legal 
and judicial matters in China may I be permitted to observe 
that China possesses neither civil nor criminal procedure of law, nor 
prisons, nor any judiciary in our sense of these words, and that in this 
sense there is‘no such thing as a Chinese judge, so that the title 

‘ Attorney-General of Peking’ is a simple absurdity? It is advisable 
to draw attention to this fact, because when a gentleman of Sir Edward 
Clarke’s eminence speaks publicly of the ‘ Attorney-General of Peking 
being selected by the Judges” he is unconsciously lending the weight 
of his authority to the dissemination of dangerous errors, and to mis- 
conception of the situation actually existing in China. All these titles, 
implying the adoption of Western and civilised methods of procedure, 
these missions of Chinese officials to report on European institutions, 
are primarily concerned with one of two objects—namely, the provision 
of new opportunities for the bureaucracy, and the creation abroad of 
that benevolent sympathy which shall secure for China in the near 
future the abolition of the European’s extra-territorial rights. 
China has had many advisers, and much (more or less disinterested) 
advice. There have been Edicts and memorials without number, 
paper reforms without end, and ever-increasing opportunities of 
Officials to ‘study and report’; new sinecures, new squeezes, new 
scenes in the same old farce. But the judicial. system remains, like 
likin, the currency and the mining regulations, just where it was—that 
is to say, judged by European standards, somewhere about the four- 
teenth century. The tenor of the speec hes delivered at the Court »t 
Arbitration’s luncheon might lead the uninitiated to a different 
conclusion.”’ 





|} In re Chesterfield and the Settled 





Court Papers. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, CHANCERY DIVISION. 
MICHAELMAS SITTINGS, 1910. 
Notices RELatinG To THE CHANCERY CavseE LiIsT. 

Motions, Petitions, and Short Causes will be taken on the days stated 
in the Michaelmas Sittings Paper. 

Mr. Justice Joyce.—Except when other Business is advertised in .as 
Daily Cause List, Actions with Witnesses will be taken daily through- 
out the Sittings. 

Mr. Justice SwinreEN Eapy.—Except when other Business is adver 
tised in the Daily Cause List, Mr. Justice Swinfen Eady will sit for 
the disposal of His Lordship’s Witness List daily throughout the 
Sittings. 

Mr. Justice WARRINGTON.—Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List, Mr. Justice Warrington will take his Business 
as announced in the Michaelmas Sittings Paper. 

Mr. Justice Nevite will take his Business as announced in the 
Michaelmas Sittings Paper. 

Mr. Justice PARKER. —Except when other Business is advertised in 
the Daily Cause List, Mr. Justice Parker will sit for the disposal of 
His Lordship’s Witness List daily (except Saturdays) throughout the 
Sittings. 

Mr. Justice Eve will take his Business as announced in the Michael 
mas Sittings Paper. 

Liverpool and Manchester Business.—Mr. Justice Eve will take 
Liverpool and Manchester Business on Saturdays, the 15th and 29th 
October, the 12th and 26th November, and the agg December. 

Summonses before the Judge in Chambers.—My. Justice WARRING 
ton, Mr. Justice NEvittE and Mr. Justice Eve will sit in Court every 
Monday during the Sittings to hear Chamber Summonses. 

Summonses Adjourned into Court and Non-Witness Actions will be 
heard by Mr. Justice Warrincton, Mr. Justice Nrevitte and Mr. 
Justice Eve. 

Notice WirH REFERENCE TO THE CHANCERY WITNESS Lists. 

During the Michaelmas Sittings the Judges will sit for the disposal 
of Witness Actions as follows :— 

Mr. Justice Joyce will take the Witness List for Joyce and Evg, JJ. 

Mr. Justice Swinren Eapy will take the Witness List for Swinren 
Eapy and NeEvitte, JJ. 

Mr. Justice PARKER will take the Witness List for WaRrincTon and 
ParkER, JJ. 

Cuancery Causes ror TRIAL OR HEARING. 
Set down to 3rd October, 1910. 


Before Mr. Justice Jorcr Dean v Roe act and _ counter- 
Retained by Order a ain 
: ‘ ge esley v Pain act 
Adjourned Summonses es Stepney Spare Motor Wheel ld v 
Miller v Miller adjd sumns (with Hall act 
witnesses) ‘ Bastard v Horton act counter 
In re Lyne Harris v Lyne adjd claim and motn for judgt (s.o. 
sumns (with witnesses) until affidavit filed) 
In re C A Evans, dec Ives v | In re Harvey Stapleton, dec Cur- 
Schropp and ors adjd sumns tois v Stapleton act 
In re A Cohen, dec Brooks v Keene v Bowen act 
Cohen adjd sumns Hope-Johnstone v  Hope-John- 
stone act 
Land Acts adjd sumns Cheston vy The Misses Amherst 
In re Beddington, dec Alexander act 
v Beddington adjd sumns Brown and Pank v Brown act 
In re Atkinson, dec Atkinson vIn re Price, dec Warre and anr 
Atkinson adjd sumns v Price act 
: Porte v Williams act (not before 
Further Considerations. Oct 27) 
In re J G Smith, dec Broster v | Davies v_ Edwards act and 


Robinson fur con and adjd counter-claim 
Braun and Co ld v Tipp act 


sumns : ; 
In re William Crowdy Bernard | In_re Barnes, dec Pycroft v 
v Crowdy Bernard v Hasing- Barnes act 


a re James Stow, dec Griffiths 
Thompson act 
Causes for Trial King v Dopson act 
With Wit a Williams v Hunt act 
, neal Hooper v Hooper and Jackson 
Rome v Stuart act act 
Bastow v Denham act pt hd Hughes v Harling act (Liverpool 
In re Wilkinson Ratcliffe v Wil- District Registry} 
kinson act Trustees of Aire and Calder Navi- 
In re Treherne Treherne v Tre- gation v Rothwell Urban 
_herne act (not before Oct 17) District Council act 
King v The Medway (Upper) | ft, re Marler. dec Curzon v 
Navigation Co act Marler act 
Shaw v Shaw act ~~ 4 : ee 
In re 8 Oddy, dec Connell v C N Murphy and Co ld v Lawton 


ton fur con 


Oddy act act 
Sosiond Silkstone Coal and Coke | Amalgamated Radio Telegraph Co 
Go ld v The Law Car and i. v Gandil act and ‘counter- 
; claim 


General Insce Corpn Id act 
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Charron ld v Indian Motor Taxi 
Cab Co ld act and counter- 
claim 

Morgan v Smith act and counter- 
claim 

Butler v Blackburn act 

Monckton v Gramophone Co act 

Stepney Spare Motor Wheel Co v 

all Spare Motor Wheel act 

Evans v Rees act 

Newman v Monk act 

Mayor, &c, of Lincoln v Kitching 
act and counter-claim 

Hall v Little act 

Davies v Sibley act 

In re Alexander Lord, dec 
ley v Lord act 

Williams v Blake act 

Kempinsky v Posner act 

Barlow v Morton act 

Richardson v Holland Park Skat- 
ing Rink Co ld _ act 

Adolph Frankau and Co ld v 
Pflueger act 

Cook v Ball act 

London and Westminster 
and Discount Co ld v 
act and counter-claim 

Bibby and Baron ld vy Duerden 
act 

Same v 
act 

Anley v Smallthorne Urban Dis 
trict Council act and counter- 
elaim 

Mathieson v Sprague act 

In re Clara Anderton, dec In re 
Thomas Gilbertson’s Trusts 
Anderton v Anderton act 

Harvey v Harvey act 

Marckus v Marckus act 

Milch v Coburn act 

Upcher v Johnson act 

West v Gwynne act 

Wilkinson v Eldridge act 

Fox v Perkins act 

Lickfold v Royal London Friendly 
Soc act 

Pease v Beloe act 

Lloyd v Bliss act 

Mellish v Alcock act 

Wiles v Holloway act and counter- 
claim 

Craig v Bullock act 
Oct, 31) 

Meynell v Morris act and counter- 
claim 


Beas- 


Loan 
Belton 


Strachan and Henshaw 


(not before 


Brown v Chambers act and 
counter-claim 

Same v Same _ act 

In re The Weston Finance Assoc 
ld Martin v Vallance trial of 


issue 

Leftwich v Pembery, 
Co act 

Paris v The Lymington Rural Dis- 
trict Council act 

Tulloch v Clerque act 

In re Foster, dec Foster v Foster 
act 


tobinson & 


Before Mr. Justice SWINFEN Eapy. 
Retained by Order. 


Adjourned Summonses. 


In re Schloss, dec CGwatkin v 
Cooke adjd sumns 

In re Amalgamated Soc of Ry 
Servants of England, &e Addi- 


son v Pilcher adjd sumns 


In re Earl of Wicklow, dec 
Montgomerie v_ Petre adjd 
sumns 


Cauees for Trial (with Witnesses). 


In re Hodgson Hodgson v Hodg 


son adjd sumns (with  wit- 
nesses), 
Encinillas Mines ld v_  Anglo- 


American Syndicate act 


- British 





i 


Betts v Selfridge act 

Same v Same act 

Bimm v Shoppee act 

Bacon v King act 

Jupp v Baker act and counter- 
claim 

Beer v Boret act 

Mavins v Mavins 
claim 

Hardy v Squire act 

In re Symons MeMillan v Powell 


act and counter- 


act 

In re Henry Brown, dec Hum- 
phris v Brown Brown v Hum- 
phris act and counter-claim 

Ryan v Parker act 

In re D R Watkins, dec 
v Jones act 

Latham v Wisbey act 

Edwards v Lundt act and mf j 

McAllister vy Cousins act and 
counter-claim 

Old v Old act 

Gill v J Stone & Co ld act and 
counter-claim 

In re Sir S W Duncan, Bart, dec 
Duncan v Duncan adjd sumns 
(with witnesses) 

Cherry v Stockwell act 

Shepherd v Davies act 
Richardson vy Peat Moss 
Supply Co act 

Vigo v Latham act 

Chetwynd v Pittman act 

Mac Rae v Harness act 

Shepheard v McConnell act 

Gilling v Gray act 

Matthews v Brise act 

Bennin v Neame act 

In re Grabham, dec Grabham v 
Grabham act and counter-claim 

Bell’s Trustee v Percivall act 

Cuff v Kappa Syndicate Id act 
and counter-claim 

De la Warr v Johnson act 
counter-claim 

Vacuum 

act 

Stutterd 


Morris 


Litter 


and 


Cleaner Co v 
Wilson 

Coulle v 
act 

Davies v Corbett act 

Wilcocks v London Cinemato- 
graph Co (1909) ld act 

Metropolitan Real and 
Property Trust ld v Jupp 
counter-claim and m f j 

Simmons v Peter Mathieson and 
act 

Hopkins v Oram 
claim 

Conservators of Redhill and Earls- 
wood Commons v Brown act 

Roberts v Summerscale and Sons 
act 

Foster v Richmond act 

British, Foreign and _ Colonial 
Automatic Light Controlling Co 
v Hutchings act 

Hutchings v Baker 
Hutchings act 

Depeaux v Depeaux act 

Lilley v W Williams and Son act 


& Pearce ld 


General 


act, 


act and counter- 


Sargent v 


Isted v Brighton, &c, Building 
Soe act 
David and ors v Evans and anr , 


act 

Attorney-Gen v F. C Rowley and 
ors act 

Escott v Escott act 

Doulton and Co ld v Albion Clay 
Co ld_ act 

Bryant v ‘Bilbrough act 

In re Stocker West of England 
China Stone and Clay Co Id v 
Grose act 

Grose and Stocker v West of 
England China Stone and Clay 
Co ld_ act 

Garvice v R E King and Co ld 


act 


| 











Before Mr. Justice WARRINGTON. 
Retained Matters. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
In re Walter Jackson, dec Jack- 
son v Jackson act pt hd 
In re Musters’ Settlement Fowler 
v Musters act 


Adjourned Summonses, &c. 


In re P Collings, a solr, and In 


re Taxation of Costs adjd 
sumns 
In re Saunders’ Patent Launch 


Building Syndicate Id Metro 
politan Bank (of England and 
Wales) Id v The Syndicate 
adjd sumns 


In re R Cockroft, dec Massey v 
Cockroft adjd sumns_(s 0) 

In re Hebert, dec Hebert v 
Hebert adjd sumns 

In re Batt, dec Batt v Batt 


adjd sumns 
In re Guy, dec 
adjd sumns 


Harris v Harris 


In re Blackwell’s Settlement 
Blackwell v_ Brailey adjd 
sumns 


In re Sir Joseph Wombwell, Bart, 
dec Valpy v Bond adjd sumns 

In re J A Oliver, dec Ramsden 
v Ramsden adjd sumns 

In re W H Lewis, dec Lewis v 
Lewis adjd sumns 

In re Smith, dec 
Priestly adjd sumns 

In re G Robinson, dec Robinson 
v Robinson adjd sumns 

In re J R Lynn, dec Randall v 
Defries adjd sumns 

In re Edward Hunt, dec 
v Jones adjd sumns 

In re The Estate of A, Hodgkins, 

Riley v Hodgkins adjd 


Gibson v 


Lewis 


dec 

sumns 
In re Voss and Saunders’ Contract 

and In re Vendor and Purchaser 


Act, 1874 adjd sumns 
In re E Carter, dec Carter v 
Windsor adjd sumns 


In re F A English, dec 
v English adjd sumns 
In re The Estate of Lucy 
kins, dec Carless v 
adjd sumns 
In re The Will Trusts of G Jen- 
nings, dec Jennings v Jennings 
adjd sumns 
Bonner v_ Gill 
tegistry) act 
In re R C Poulter, dec 
v Poulter adid gumns 
In re W E Hartshorn, dec Bishop 
v Brass adjd sumns 
In re John Cole, dec 
Felkin adjd sumns 
In re James Morrison, dec Mor- 
rison v de Gray adjd sumns 
In re Park, dec Chester v Chester 
adjd sumns 
In re Flint, dec 
adjd sumns 
Hart v Bonas 
Hart v Bonas 
M A Dunkley, dec 
adjd sumns 
Harvey, dec Booth v Har- 


Greening 


Haw- 


Lambe 


(Dudley District 


Roberts 


Hind v 


Warrens v Flint 


procedure sumns 
procedure sumns 
In re Paul vy 

Squires 
In re 


vey adjd sumns 
In re Hopper, dec Dowson v 
Hind adjd sumns 


In re Peter Broad, dec Broad v 
Bidgood adjd sumns 

In re The Estate of John Green- 
field, dec Turvey v Sayer adjd 
sumns 

In re Hurlbatt, dec Hurlbatt v 
Hurlbatt adjd sumnes 

In re Kluge, dec Miletics v Nie- 
pel adjd sumns 

In re Gibson, dec 
Harris adjd sumns 


Sargeant v 








In re Ensor, dec Ensor vy Webb 
adjd sumns 


In re Baroness Van Aerssen, dec 


Baker Wilbraham vy Chapman 
adjd sumns 
In re A Lawson the Elder, dec 


Lawson v Lawson adjd sumns 
Irby and ors v Exhall Colliery 
and Brick Works ld and anr 


special case 


Further Considerations, 
Dent v Mansions Consolidated 1d 
fur con 
Andrew White and ors v J W 
Pollard fur con 


Before Mr. Justice NEVILLE. 
Retained by Order. 
Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses). 


Palmer v Turner act 


Hunt v Hunt act 

In re Thomas Watkins, dee 
Morris v Jones adjd sumns (with 
witnesses) 

Marshall v Webster act 

Prust v Prust act 

Dixon v London and Provincial 


Assce Co act 
Perkin v Perkin 
for judgt 
Fox v Astrachans ld motion 
From Mr, Justice Eve's List. 
Moss v Delphin Same v Denness 
act (s o until Oct 17) 


act and motion 


In re Coomber, dec Coomber vy 
Coomber act 
In re Poulter, dec Poulter v 


Poulter, 
Edwards v 


adjd sumns 
Poulter act 


Causes for Trial Without Wit 
nesses and Adjourned Sum- 
monees. 


O'Reilly v Bonney adjd sumns 
(to come on with fur con) 

In re J P Robinson, dec Clark- 
son v Robinson adjd sumns (to 
come on with fur con) 

Murray v Dixon adjd sumns 

In re Morris Morris v Barkham 
adjd sumns 

In re Newdigate Legge v Philli- 
more adjd sumns 

In re W Morley, dec 
Porter adjd sumns 

In re a Indenture, &c 
The London General 
Co adjd sumns 

Cartyright v Halley adjd sumns 

In re R A _ Barker's Trusts 

Spooner v Barker adjd sumns 


Smith v 


Moore Vv 
Omnibus 


In re Neal, dec Stocker v Neal 
adjd sumns 

In re Valpy, dec Monier Wil 
liams v Darroch adjd sumns 

In re Alexander Grafton, dec 
Public Trustee v Grafton adjd 


sumns (restored) 

In re Cairo City Properties Id 
Hands v The Company motion 
for judgt (short) 

In re Williams Hopkinson v 
Fowler adjd sumns 

In re T C Lymn, a solr, &c, and 
In re taxn of costs adjd sumns 


In re Platten and Willis’s Con- 
tract and In re Vendor and 
Purchaser Act, 1874 adjd 


sumns 


In re Forbes Forbes v_ Forbes 
adjd rumns 
In re Grisewood Kenyon Vv 


Creagh adjd sumns 
In re A T Hart, dec 
Hart adjd sumns 
In re Robison, dec 
adjd sumns 


Terry v 


Blad v Robi- 


son 
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Edwards v Broughton Theatres 
Syndicate ld motion for judgt 
(short) 

In re Johy Riley, de Riley v 
Hird adjd sum ; 

Berry v Kirkby 


adjd sumns 


In re Brash Wheeler, Chambers 
and Hosken, solrs adjd sumns 

In re J Cantrell, dec Bennett v 
Mortimer adjd sumns 

In re Gregory, dec Dore vy Gre- 
gory adjd sumn 

In re The Arbitration Act, 1889 
The Corpn of Ps \ The 
Corpn of Bournemouth special 
case 


Lambert v Hallewell motion for 
judgt (short) 

Garvice v Milner and Co a 

In re Alder’s Estat Alder vy 
Alder adjd sumn 


Further Consid 


In re Chapman Finch v Chapman 
fur con 

In re A Jones,, de Jones v 
Nicholas fur con 

In re H T Liddell’s Trusts 
Warner v Smith fur con 

Cocke v Fothergill fur con 

In re John Wood, de Smith vy 
Wood fur con 

In re Ephraim Hallam, dec Neill 
v The Attorney-Gen fur con 

In re S R Cox, dec Cox v Cox 
fur con 

In re J P Robinson, de (Clarkson 
v Robinson fur con and four 
adjd sumns 

Companies (Winding Uj 


Chancery Divis 
Companies (Winding Uj; 
Petitions 
In], Coope & Co Id (petn of C 


Spalding) Same petn of H G 
Da Costa Same (petn of 
Shuters, Chippendales & Col 
yers Id (s o from June 14 to 
October 25, 1910 

Ticehurst and District Water and 
Gas Co (petn of Baker & Co 
« o from July 26 to October 25, 
1910) 


Anglo-May Investment Trust 1d 
(petn of A O Davies—ordered 
on August 24, 1910 to stand 
over generally) 

Sabaki River Syndicate ld (petn 
of C Andrews—s o from August 
31 to October 18, 1910 

Rubber Planters Oil and Invest 
ment Trust ld (petn of Canadian 
Agency ld—s o from September 
21 to October 25. 1910 

Pure Jamaica ld (petn of Belleis! 
Estates Co ld—s o from Se 
ber 27 for three monthe 


plem 


Shark Grip Opal ‘Mitng Co Id 
(petn of Societé Anonyme des 
Verreries de Binche) 

Cone Jackson Engineering Co Id 
(petn of Gill & Reigate ld and 
anr) 

J W Draper ld (petn of Patten 
hausen Bros) 

C M Morgan & Wright ld (petn 
of T W Senier & (Co ld by 
R A Bensy, its Liquidator ‘ 

Goldfields of Matabeleland ld petn 
of A. Moseley and am 


, 





Same (Court Summons No. 17—for 
Lime) 

Homoil Id (petn of A H_ Billing 
ton) 

Hatry & Co ld (petn of Belfour & | 
Morris) 

Johnson, John-on & ( 1 (petn of 


Johnson Riddle & Co ld | 


German South West Africa Dia- 
mond Exploration Co ld (petn of 
Montrose Matabele Co ]d) 

sucks and Oxon District Gas and 
Coke Co Id (petn of Vulcan 


Stove Co ld) 
Blyth and Tyne Brewery Co ld 
(petn of R. G, Lynn and ors) 
Rubber Promotions ld (petn of 


J J B Cross) 
Middlesex Building Co ld 
A. § 


stevens 


petn ol 


Poetter & Co Aktiengesellschaft 
petn of Hammond & Champ 
ness Id) 

International Finance and De 

lopment Corpn Id (petn of H 


Yenisci Copper Co Id petn of Pro 
perty Insce Co 1d) 


Fores Dean Stone Firms ld 
(petn of Park Iron Ore and 
Coal Co 1d) 

Nicholds & Reynold f 


Warrington Slate Co ld 
Universal Motor Imports Id (petn 
of Packard Electric Co) 
Catholic Press ld (petn of Lino 
type and Machinery ]d 
Eley Starkey & Co Id (petn of 


Linotype and Machinery Id 


Chancery Division. 


Petition under Section 39 of the 
Companies Act, 1907. 

Oils and Merchandise (Africa) Id 

n March 23, 1909. ordered to 


stand over generally 





Anglo Egypt in Land Co ld 
wdered on July 27, 1909, t 


ierally) 


Petitions (to confirm reduction o! 
Cap tal), 


Alkuris Id and reduced. 

Samuel Bagster & Sons ld and 
reduced 

Cay Freehold Land and In 
v nt Co ld and reduced 


1+ ] 
tol 


estme 


Petition (to confirm alteration to 


Mi ! of Asso ). 
White Moss Coal Co Id 


Actions for Trial 
Short Causes. 


Amusements Development Synd 
cate ld Brammall vy Amuse 
ments Development Syndicate ld 
motion for judgment—ordered 
on May 25, 1910, to stand over 
gene! ally ) 

Crystal Palace Co v Ind, Coope & 
Co ld and ors (act for trial 
with witnesses) 


Companies (Winding Up). 
Motions. 


Alexandra Hotel Co (Saltburn by 
the Sea) ld (for four day order 
for submission of account) 

Imperial and Foreign Investments 


Corpn ld (for four day order 
for submission of account) 
New Egyptian Hall ld (to etay 


proceedings) 
Goldfields 
discha1 


1910 


Matabeleland ld (to 
order of September 7, 





Companies (Winding Up) and 
Chancery Division. 
Court Summonses. 


C J Culliford & Sons ld Ed- 
wards v C J Culliford & Sons 
ld (for directions as to proce- 
dure—ordered on Feb. 1, 1910 
to stand over generally) 

Progressive Assce Co ld (as to pay- 
ment of life claim—ordered on 
Feb. 1, 1910 to stand over gene- 
rally) 

United Butte Companics of 
France Id (on claim of Thomas 
—with witnesses—ordered on 
Feb. 22, 1910 to stand over 
generally) 

Piccadilly Hotel ld Gunn and anr 
v Picc adilly Hotel ld (on priori- 
ties—ordered on April 12, 1910 
to stand over pending summons 
for further consideration) 

Law Guarantee Trust and Acci- 
dent Soc ld (as to liability to 
pay premiums—s o from July 5 
to Michaelmas Sittings 1910) 

Thomas Rees & Co (Cardiff) ld 
(misfeasance—with witnes-es— 
s o from July 26 to October 18, 
1910) 


R Craggs & Sons ld _ Philipson 
and anr v R Craggs & Sons ld 
(on ownership of shares—with 
witnesses) 

Symon & Co ld (on claim of 
National Bank of Australasia 1d) 

National Union Soe Jd (on proof 

with witnesses) 

Venning, Williams & Douglas Id 
(on proof of Woodward) 

Kast Russian Mines ld (on proof 
of Byles—with witnesses) 

Ramel Syndicate ld (misfeasance 

with witnesses) 

C J Culliford & Sone ld Ed- 
wards v C J Culliford & Sons 
ld (for payment of money by 
Receiver—with witnesses) ~ 
sritish Enterprise Insce Soc ld 
Beaumont v British Enterprise 
Insce Soc ld (on construction of 
assignment) 
sritish Cerofirm Co 1d (misfeas- 
ance—with witnesses) 

Coasters Id (to vary list of con- 
tributories—with witnesses) 

o_o 
Pefore Mr. Justice PARKER. 
Retained Matters. 
Adjourned Summonses, Etc. 

Havana Cigar & Tobacco Factories 
ld v Tiffin (1905) ld adjd sumns 

In re Gully dee Gully v Gully 
adjd sumns_ pt hd 

In re Robert Hovenden dec 
Hovenden v Hanks adjd sumns 

In re Harvey, dec Coaks v Fitz- 
maurice adjd sumns 

In re Baxter, dec Malling v 
Addison adjd sumns (restored) 


Motion. 


Henderson vy Hassan (for Oct 17, 
at 10.50) 


Causes for Trial, 
(With Witnesses.) 


Robinson v Smith (to be men- 
tioned) 

Mendelssohn v Traies & Son act 
(s o pending settlement) 

Ker Seymer v Benett Stanford act 

Webb v Webb act and motn for 
judgt 

Glover v Hakeman act 

Barmouth Urban District Council 
and ors v Greener act 





Levering v Exhibitions ld trial 
of issue 

Mayor, etc., of Bath v Waring 
act 

Wilkinson v 
counter-claim 

P. C. Faberge v The Goldsmith 
Co act 

In the Matter of the Patents and 
Designs Act, 1907, and in the 
Matter of Letters Patent 
granted to John Robert Watts 
(No. 11,498 of 1901), and in the 
Matter of a Petition for Revoca- 
tion of said Patent by Thomas 
Alfred Smith ptn 

In re David Davies, dec 
v Davies act 

Hill v Richardson act 

Wiist Kunz v Llewellin’s Machine 
Co act 

In the Matter of Patents and 
Designs, etc Fiat Motor Co's 
Patent, No. 7,270, of 1899, etc 
petn for revocation 

Edler v Victoria Press M:nufac- 
turing Co and ors act 

Hugh Fraser v John Fraser act 

Basden v Hooley act 

Riesterer & Stinus v Stehr act 

In re Sheppard, dec de Brimont 
v Harvey act 

Burgoyne v Burgoyne act 

White v Pike act 

Cooke and ors v Mercer act 

Barry v Askew act 

Frankland v Campbell act 

The Rio Tinto Co ld v The Pena 
Copper Mines Id act 

Isgoed Jones v The Llarwst Urban 
District Council act 


Stone act and 


Davy ies 


In re M. S. Cooper, dec Reeder 
v Curtis and ors act 
British Incandescent Mantle 


Works ld v Stevenson & Sons ld 
and Curtis & Harvey ld act 

Howlett v Howlett act 

The Diamond Steel Manufacturing 
Co ld v Harrison Bros act 

In re Alfred Tom Morse, dec 
Alcock v Mauls act 

John v Lawrence act 

Wingrave v Spettigue act and 
counter-claim (not before Nov 1) 

Smith v Welton act 

Cripps v Lowes act 

Westcott v Oborne act 

Melliard v Francis act 

The Electric & Ordnance Acces 
sories Co ld v Hancock act and 
counter-claim 

Owen’s Trustee v Langton act 

In re William Lamb, dec Lamb 
v Armstrong act 

The Hoffmann Manufacturing C 
ld v The Auto Machinery Co Id 
act 

In re Robert Stephenson & Co ld 
Poole v The Company act 

Browne v Flower act 

Webb v Webb act 

Vink v Waite act 

Cardo v Titchmarsh act 

Scheeler and anr v Malpas act 

In re Mackay, dec Griessmann 
and ors v Carr act 

In re the Estate of C. E. Walton, 
dec Reed v Bowman act 

Itala Automobiles ld v Lloyd act 

Austin v Ramm _ act 

Harvey v Harvey & Adcock act 

Payne and anr v The Kwalm Syn- 
dicate and anr act (without 
pleadings) 

Bradshaw v Jay act 

Garrice v W. Nicholson & Son Id 
act 

Andrews v_ Abertillery 
District Council act 

Hill v Stevens act 


Urban 
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Marconi and ors v The 
Radio Telegraph and Telephone 
Co ld act 

In re Ibbetson, dec Ibbetson v 
Ibbetson act 

In re Tharme, dec 
v Wall act 

Sayer v Bromel act 

In re John Clemence, dec Cle- 
mence v Clemence act and 
counter-claim 

In re Borra’s Settlement 
Smith act 

hi re Aspley Motor & Engineering 
Co ld Richards v The 
pany act and counter-claim 

King v Pilbrow act 

Nixey v The General Moto 
Co Id _ act 

In re Joseph Lucas, de 
v Buckley act 

Jaron v Major Drapkin & Co act 

Snelling v Martin and ors act 

Thomas v Harrison and anr_ act 

Dell and anr v Schofield act and 
counter-claim 


Eatherington 


Reid v 


Com 


Cab 


Hayward 


Moat v Betts act and counter 
claim 

Barnes v Wardley act 

In re William Philpot, d Wil 


liams v Witchell act 
Grundy v Winterbotham act 
Isaac v Isaac act 
Dicks v Dicks act 
Shaw v Royce and ors act 
Osborne y The Amalgamated 


Society of Railway Servants 
and ors act 
Cars v Bland Light Syndicate 1d 
act 
Before Mr. Justice Eve. 


Retained Matters 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesees) 


‘hristmas Id v Wal 
Liverpool District 


Lovell and ( 
act pt hd 
Registry) 

Elkin and Co ld v Francis, Day 
and Hunter act pt hd ; 

Howard v Woodward act 


Causes for Trial without Witnesee: 
and Adjourned Summonses. 
Bendell and 


adjd sumns (s o 


In re S Griffin, dec 
anr v Griffin 


In re B Irving, dee Irving and 
anr v Balden and anr adjd 
sumns 

In re ‘Betty Norton’s Estate 
Norton vy Norton ' adjd sumns 
8S 0) 


In re R Munn’s Will 
adjd csumns 

Conway Bridge Commrs \ 
adjd sumns 

Meters Id v Metropolitan Gas Co 
ld adjd sumns 

Same v Same adjd sumns 

In re G Tucker, de In re E 


Lord y Scott 


Jones 


Tucker, dec Tucker v Hin 
adjd sumns 
In re Leeke’s Will Bullock v 
Leeke adjd sumns 


In re Abrahams, dec Abrahams v 
Bendon adjd sumns 

In re Horrocks and Jones, solrs, 
and In re The Solicitors Act, 
1843 adjd sumns 

In re Nedby, dec 
Edmonston 

In re Reynolds 
adjd sumns 

Society of Architects 
m fj 

In re The Auto Conveyers ld 
The Staffordshire Financial Co 
v The Company adjd sumns 

Holford 


Edwards v 
adjd sumns 
King v Reynolds 


Kendrick 


In re L © Meyer’s Estate 
adjd sumns 


v Meyer 


British 


In re 





In re Egerton of Tatton, dec 


Egerton v Albermarle  adjd 
sumns 
In re Elizabeth Paramore, dec 
Paramore vy Brockman  adjd 
sumns 


In re Simpson’s Settlement Pil- 
grim v Delvin Hamilton adjd 
sumns 

In re H J Smith Bosanquet, dec 
Smith v Bosanquet adjd sumns 

In re L M Spinks, dec Spinks v 
Baines adjd sumns 

In re C Hammerton dee Fremlin 
v Hammerton adjd sumns 

Thorning v Provincial Homes In 
vestment Co ld adjd sumns 

Williams v Jones adjd sumns 

In re S R Tobiesen, dec Marshall 
v Pedersen adjd sumns 

In re Marden’s Estate Marden v 
Elliott adjd sumns 

In re Briscoe, dec 
Briscoe adjd sumns 

In re Lord Leconfield’s Settled 
Estates and In re The Settled 
Land Acts, 1882 to 1890 adjd 
sumns 

In re Estate of E J Williams, dec 
Williams v Williams adjd 
sumns 


In re E EB 


Royds v 


tichardson, dec 


Richardson v Richardson adjd 
sumns 
In re William Webber, dec Har- 


man v Orchard adjd sumns 
In re Trefond’s Settlement ‘Tre- 
fond v Boustead adjd sumns 


In re Clayton, dec Clayton y 
(Jayton adjd sumns 
In re Overstone, dec Tu vd v 


Wantage adjd sumns 
In re Shipley, dec Middleton vy 
Mayor, &c, of Newcastle-on- 
Tyne adjd sumns 
In re J S Iredell 

dell adjd sumns 
Lambert’s Marriage Settle- 
ment Montgomery v Lambert 
adjd sumns 


In re William 


Iredell v Tre 


Bolton, dec 


Rutherford v Joberns  adjd 
sumns 
In re T J S Baines, dec Baines 
v Harbron adjd sumns 
In re C Harding, dec Drew vy 
Governors of St. Thomas’ Hos- 
pital adjd sumns 


Simeon v Sheaf motion for judgt 
In re Randall’s Estate Evans v 
Kidd adjd sumns 
In re W P Sibree, dec 
Sibree adjd sumns 
In re Akers and Smithies’ Con- 
tract and In re the Vendor and 

Purchaser Act, 1874 adjd 
sumns 
In re Rowland’s Estate 
v Davies adjd sumns 
In re J G Smith, dee Broster v 
Robinson adjd sumns 
In re Langford’s Lease 
v Bunny adjd sumns 
Woodward v Tolley adjd sumns 
In re Mordecai Jones, dec Lewis 
v Lewis adjd sumns 
In re Beale-Horton, dec Winter- 
botham v Horton adjd sumns 
In re Pyke’s Assignment Davis 
v Jeffreys adjd sumns 


Price v 


Morgan 


Walker 


In re Bewick, dec Ryle v Ryle 
adjd sumns 

In re W P Davies, a Solr adjd 
eumns 

In re W Bennett's Trusts Knight 
v Howard, adjd sumns 

In re Wm Burtwell, dee Ander- 


son v Goodman adjd sumns 
In re Yorke, dec Coddington v 
Cayley adjd eumns 


In re Blake, dee 
adjd sumns 
Lambert v Hallewell 

judgt 


In re Shaw, dec Morton v Shaw Taylor v Blake 
adjd sumns 

In re Price’s Estate Forsaith v 
Cowdray adjd sumns 

In re Douglas, dec 


Walker adjd sumns 


motion for 


Hinds v 


Further Considerations. 


In re Burroughs, dec Burroughs In re Hickson, dec New v 
vy Burroughs adjd sumns Staite fur con 

In re Dobson, dec Kelson v | In re Leeds Laundry Id Butter- 
Farmer fur con worth v The Company fur con 








Royat Navat Cotiecr, Osporne.—For information relating to the 
entry of Cadets, Parents and Guardians should write for ‘‘ How to 
Become a Naval Officer’ (with an introduction by Admiral the Hon. 
Sir E. R. Fremantle, G.C.B., C.M.G.), containing an_ illustrated 
description of life at the Royal Naval Colleges at Osborne and Dart- 
mouth.—Gieve, Matthews, & Seagrove, 65, South Molton-street, Brook- 
street, London, W.—{Apvt.] 


Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Liwitep rn CHANCERY. 

London Gazette,—Faipay, Sept. 30. 


Cyr Manvracrvrtne Oo, Lrp (1x Votuntary Lrqutpation)—Creditors are requised, 
on or before Nov 12, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Walter John Harris, Grange rd, Bishops Stortford. Lawrence & 
Co, St Mary axe, solors to the liquidator 

Forrst or Dean Stone Freus. Lap—Petn for winding up, presented Sept 26, directed 
to be heard Oct 18. Cooke, Bristol, solora to the petners. Notice of appearing must 
reach the sbove-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Oct 17 

INTERNATIONAL FINANCE AND DeveLorment Corporation, Lrtp—Petn for winding up, 
presented Sept 12, directed to bo heard Oct 18. Barnes, 53, Moorgate st, solors for 
the petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 
6 o’clock in the afternoon of Oct 17 

Morcans (Hrrevorp). Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Sept 1, directed to be 
heard at the Court House, Corporation st, Birmingham, Oct 13, at 10.30. Watson & 
Co, Sheffield, solors for the ‘petners. Notice of appearing muet reach the above- 
named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Oct 12 

Nicnoips & Reyneips, I-tp—Petn for winding up, presented Sept 27, directed to be 
heard Oct 18 Jones & Co, Fleet et, for Roberts, Warrington, solors for ths 
petners. N-tice of aprearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock 
iu the afternoon of Oct 17 

“P. D. Q.”” Razors, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Oct 31, to send in their 
names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur Taylor, 23, 
College hill, liquidator 

Sourn Lvrow Disrrtot Gas Lieut anv Coxe Co, Lrp (tn VoLuntary Liqurpation)— 
Creditors are required, on or before ct 21, to send in particulars of their debts or 
claims to Augustus Edwards, Capel House, 54, New Broad st, liquidator 

T. Rawspew & Co, Lrp (rw VotunTary Lrquipatron)— Creditors are required, on or 
before Oct 31, to send in their names and addresses. with particulars of their debts 
or claims, to A'fred Pilling, 23, Acresfield, Bolton, liquidator 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lottep in CHANCERY. 
. 
London Gazette,—Turspay, Oct. 4. 


Carcapr (1906) Power Co, Lrp (1m Liguipation)—Creditors are required, on or 
before Nov 1, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their cebts 
or claims, to Allen Gilbert Bartholomew, 695, Salisbury House, London Wall, 
Burn & Berridge, Old Broad st, solors to the liquidator 

Harvey Srext & Kwreut, Lrp—Crevitors are required, on or before Oct 27, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particnlars of their debts or claims, to H. 
Lingham Marsh, 26, North John st, Liverpool, liquidator 

Mersry Lienter Co, Lrp (1m Votunrary Ligurpatrion)—Creditors are required, on 
or before Nov 1, to ser d their names and addresses, and particulars of their debs or 
claims, to J A Satterfield Hassal, 6, Lord et, Liverpool, liquidator 

Torino Motor Cas Co, Lro—Creditors are required, on or before Oct 25, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Duncan 
Frederick Basden, 33, St Swithin’s ln, liquidator 





Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gasette.—Fuipay, Sopt. 30. 
Sure Semantua Co, Lrv. 
CampripGe axp Survotx Cius (Newmarket), Lro, 
Lonpon Ciry Boot Co, Ltp, 
Rozsotuam Bros, Ltp. 
Enavrrizip Co.ureries, Lrp. 
Britise Spratr Heattna Co, Lro. 





Mownterveapo Gotp SynpicaTE, Lrp, 
Feuicrpap Gotp Co, Lrp. 

James Leyman & Co, Lip. 

Mersey Lieurer Co, Lro. 

Joun Davres & Co (Cnowzent), Lap. 
8. E. Grover & Co, Lrp, 

Percy Suita & Co, Lrp. 

Cyrrm Manvuracturina Co, Lrp, 

J. R. E. Sywpicate, Lrp, 

“P. D. Q.” Razors, Lrp. 
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London Gasette.—Tumspay, Oct, 4. 


Gronroe E. Ger & Oo, Lrp. 

New Doupiey Gatiery, Lrp. 

Motorists Protection League, Lrp. 

J. W. Draper, Lrp, 

Ruopestaw Aperoorn SHamva Trust Co, Lrp. 
Go.» Scuists or Reopesta, Lp, 

Ruaopestan Bawxer Co, Lrp. 

Erna Devetorment Co, Lrp. 

Vaat Axttuviat Dicerra, Lrp. 

Satispury (Raopesia) Horets any Towssuirs Co, Lrp. 
Bawxet Conso.itpatep Uo, Lrn. 

Cascape (1908) Powsr Co, Lrp. 

Joen Davizs & Co. (CHowsent), Lrv. 
Metropourtan Excaanee Soctery, Lro, 








The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 
Oct. 12.—Messrs. Doveras Youna & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Houses, &c. (see 
advertisement, back page, Oct. 1). 


Oct, 24.—Mr. Gro. E- Luck, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Residences (see advertise- 
ment, back page, this week). 


Oct. 27.—Messrs. Marten & Mantgr, at the Mart, at 1: Residences (see advertise” 
ment, back page, this week). 
Result of Sale. 


Messrs, H. BE. Foster & Cranriecp held their usual big raged Sale (No. 916) of the 
above-named interests, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on Thursday last, when 
the following lota were sold at the prices named, the total amount realized being 


£3,09 
A RENT CHARGE of £6 10s. per annum 


sie ied Sold £110 

A FREEHOLD GROUND-RENT of £6 13s. 3d. per annum on vs =p «= 120 
ABSOLUTE oe 

To £7,531 ae ” we ‘ie as avs see pp, 3,000 

To £2,000 . Be ce . gs £035 

To £6,007 ane Sa ‘3 a “ ae se wee) £3,825 

REVERSION to about £800... sel _ os as ae 99, 4916 





Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day oF Cram. 
London Gazette.—F rivay, Sept 23. 


Batcuetor, Gronce Warp, Brighton Oct 20 Marx, Brighton 

Briusoy, Tuomas, Leicester, Glove Manufacturer Oct 20 Storey, Leicester 

Borrowmay, Ropert, Beckenham, Kent, Solicitor Nov5 Myatt, Crutched Friars 

Bramiey, Jouyx Bryan, Jacksdale, Nottingham Oct1 Huish & Robinson, Ilkeston 

Buraipar, Mary Awn, Liverpool Oct 21 Hoskinson, Liverpool 

Buaton, Mary, Blackburn Oct 8 Whitehead, Preston 

Connor, Epwarp, Colwall, Hereford Oct 24 R&C B Masefield, Ledbury 

Corruax, Etten, Compton, Winchester Oct 20 Kirby &Co, The Sanctuary Westminstey 

> Wituiam, Hyde, nr Newnham, Glos, Ironmaster Oct 30 Bradstock, Cinder- 
or 


Creron, Coartes Henry, Wallington, Surrey, Cashier Oct 22 Marris, Chancery In 

Crosse, Jostan Rowand, Whitchurch,Salop Oct2o Lee & Sharman, Whitchurch 

Davies, Lucy Hanyan, Walcot House, nr Wellington, Salop Oct 29 Sprott & Morris, 
Shrewsbury 

Evaws, Henay, Hove, Physician Nov5 Champion, Brighton 

Gaioway, Wit.iam, Gateshead, Hoistman Oct 39 Millons, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Ch Boe, Teanford, Tean, Stoke on Trent Oct 14 Cull & Brett, Cheadle, Stoke on 

ren’ 


Groner, James, Ardwick, Manchester, Beer Retailer Oct 20 Broadsmith, Manchester 

Goopwix, Artuor, York, Mariner Oct 21 Belk & Co, Middlesbrough 

Green, Evten, Netherthong, nr Huddersfield, York Oct 31 Turner, Huddersfield 

Hegartnooreg, Letitia Mania Lady, Bournemouth Novy 1 Fooks & Co, Carey st 

Howtine, Dante. Jonny, Halvergate, Norfolk Oct19 Daynes, Norwich 

Jounson, ALBERT Grorce, Ascot, Berks, Commercial Traveller Noy 20 G & G Keith 
Southampton st, Holborn 

JounsTox, Jonny, Montreal, Quebec, Canada, Manufacturers’ Agent Oct 30 Hall & Co, 
Huddersfiel 

Jongs, Jony, Acrefair, Ruabon, Denbigh, Labourer Novi Minshall & Co, Llangollen 

Kine, Wituiam, Norwich Oct 31 Stevens & Co, Norwich 

Kyotr, Witut1am, Lower Wick, Worcester, District Auditor Oct 14 Knott & Shield, 
Worcester 

. Macautay, Joszrn Basineroy, Shanty, Paignton, Devon Oct 22 Lascelles & Lewis: 
Narberth 

Marr, Witu1aM, Prestbury, Chester, Solicitor Oct 31 Mair & Co, Macclesfield 

eee an Stainland, nr Halifax, Wool Waste Merchant Oct1 Moore & Shepherd, 

alifax 
Papsors, Epwiy, Moseley, Worcester Oct31 Cottrell & Son, Birmingham 
a, oe Newcastle upon Tyne, Ship's Steward Oct 21 Belk & Co, Middles- 
roug' 

Poot, Hewry Harvey, Shanghai, China, Engineer Oct 29 Thomas, Camborne 

Saaamay, Jony, Pinchbeck, Lincoln Oct 28 Blyton, Spalding 

Simmonps, Davin, Dalstonln Oct 20 Young & Co, Laurence Pountney hill 

Smernam, Isasetta, Amble, Northumberland Oct 31 Douglas, Alnwick 

SuetHan, Joux, Amble, Northumberland Oct 31 Douglas, Alawick 

Suapsx, Nawxy, Keighley, Yorks Nov1 Wright & Wright, Keighley 

Summens, Jonny, &talybridge, Chester, Ironmaster Oct 26 Lord, Manchester 

Titstey, Mary Annz, Cambridge Oct 12 Savory & Co, Strand 

Topp, Emma, Pilkington rd, Peckham Oct 31 Lewis & Co, Albany Court enn, Piccadilly 

Watson AMELIA, Windsor, Berks Oct 24 Lovegrove & Durant, Windso: 





London Gazette.—TuESDAY, Sept. 27. 


AUSTIN, FRANCES ANW, Ashley Down, Bristol Oct 27 Bush & Bush, Bristol 
AUSTIN, ISABELLA, Redland, Bristol Oct 27 Bush & Bush, Bristol 

AUSTIN, EMILY HANNAH, Redland, Bristol Oct 27 Bush & Bush, Bristol 

AUSTIN, JULIA, Redland, Bristol Oct 27 Bush & Bush, Bristol 

BRACKNER, THOMAS, Blidworth, Nottingham Oct 31 Alcock, Mansfield 
BULLIMORE, HARRIET, Exton, Rutland Oct 27 Adam & Son, Oakham 

CAMERON, MARY, Tunbridge Wells Nov1 Flower & Flower, Norfolk st, Strand 
CASPARIS, JAN JACOB DE, Twickenham Oct 28 Monkton & Co, Maidstone 

EYRE, COLIN DOUGLAS, Winchester Oct 13 Clayton & Gibson, Newcastle upon Tyne 


FLETT, GEORGE, Devonshire pl, Portland pl, Contractor Nov 23 Bilney, Temple chmbrs, 
Temple av 


GRANLUND, CARL AvGust,”Carlton rd, Putney, Shipbroker Nov 9 Ince & Co, 8 
Benet chmbrs, Fenchurch st 

GREAVES, DOROTHY ANN, Southport Oct 31 Beech, Manchester 

Gros, HENRI, Taviton st,Gordonsq Oct 21 Le Voi & Co, St Helen's pl, Bishopsgate 

HANMER, MONTGOMERY, Leicester Oct 31 Edwards, Leicester 

HARRIS, ELIZA, Brighton Oct 31 Boxall & Kempe, Brighton 

HARRISSON, NORMAN FREDERICK, Maiden In Oct 31 Bate & Co, Bedford row 

HILL, THOMAS, Tipton, Staffs, Coachbuilder Oct 24 Round, Tipton 

HOLDEN, FRANK, Manchester, Architect Nov7 Hadfield & Co, Manchester 


HOWARD, CHARLES, Norton on Tees, Durham, Cab Proprietor Oct 19 Hutchinson 
Middlesbrough 


JAMES, THOMAS HENRY, Lloyd’sav Novi14 Walton & Co, Leadenha'l st 

JEANS, JOSEPH LEWIS, Wallerand rd, Lewisham hill, Bank Manager Oct 31 Shepheards 
& Walters, Finsbury circus 

JOHNS, ANN BROWN, Milford Haven, Pembroke Oct 31 Eaton & Co, Haverfordwest 

LIVINGSTON, HENRIETTA, Clifton, Bristol Oct 29 Brittan & Co, Bristol 

LonG, LovIsA, Hastings Oct 25 Chalinder & Herington, Hastings 

MASSINGBERD, Rev W O, Alford, Lincs Gayton & Hare, Much Hadham, Herts 

ORAMS, EDWARD, Heigham, Norwich Nov 1 Taylor & Sons, Norwich 

RINGER, ROBERT, Norwich, Gunmaker Oct 27 Goodchild, Norwich 

ROBERTS, CHARLES, Bromley, Kent Nov4 Taylor, Lincoln's inn fields 

SILVERSTON, AMELIA, Angell rd, Brixton Oct 21 Le Voi & Co, St Helen's pl, Bishopsgate 

TAYLOR, FREDERICK ADAM, Leytonstone, Essex Oct 31 Sharman, Great Eastern rd, 
Stratford 

TREGO, HENRY STAFFORD, Bow In, North Finchley Oct 31 Shepheards & Walters 
Finsbury circus 

WALMESLEY, BELINDA THERESA, Queen st, Mayfair Oct 31 Woodcock & Co, Wigan. 

WOOLDRIDGE, GEORGE, Billingshurst, Sussex Oct 25 Eager, Horsham 


Lendcn Gazette.—Frivay, Sept. 30. 


Apams, Erten Mary, Wethersfield, Essex Novi Cunnington & Co, Braintree 

Bax, JAmes, Ramsgate Nov 30 OK & W Daniel, Ramsgate 

Bouter, Susay, Cheltenham Oct 31 Steel & Millard, Cheltenham 

Brayye, Rosert Toomas WituiaM, Bath Oct 31 Ranger & Co, Fenchurch st 

Brown, Joun, Repton, Derby, Brushmaker Oct 26 Drewry & Co, Burton on Trent 

Butter, Epwarp, Derby Oct 21 Thirlby, Derby 

Cautvey, Divan, Killinghall Nov15 Yorks Kirby & Son, Harrogate 

Cuarton, Anniz, Hexham, Northumberland Nov 1 Baty & Fisher, Hexham 

CupwortH, Paiscitia, Reigate Nov 12 Lewis & Pain, Dover 

Drake, Frayxcis Isanetta Tyrawaitt, Elm Park gdns Oct 31 Arthur, Queen 
Victoria st 

Daiver, Epwarp Cuar_es Vernon, Willow rd, Hampstead Nov 9 Jennings, Kentish 
Town rd 

Enoutsu, E.tes, Mistley, Essex Oct 20 Maskell, Chelmsford 

Farrtry, James, Wooler, Northumberland, Engineer Novl4 Newlands & Newlands, 
Jarrow on Tyne 

Fenvett, Joux, Manchester, Earthenware Dealer Oct 31 Chew & Sons, Manchester 

Ge.t, Joseru, Stoke on Trent, Yeoman Oct 14 Cull & Brett, Cheadle, Stoke on Trent 

Gevers, Francis, Newcastle upon Tyne Novl Sutherland, Gateshead 

Greennam, Haroip, Crapstone, Buckland, Yelverton, Devon Oct 25 Laces & Co, 
Liverpool 

Gunypy, Heyry, Thornton Heath, Surrey Nov3 Hubbard & Co, Cannon st 

Heinon, Georcr, Upper Clapton Nov 14 Heiron, 1084, Cannon st 

Hewirson, Mary Jean, Newcastle upon Tyne Novl J D& D M Macdonald, New- 
castle upon Tyne 

Hopes, Lawrence, Lancaster Nov 1 Holden & Co, Lancaster 

Krey, Avaust Curistiay, Liverpool, Rubber StampMaker Dec31 Behn, Liverpool 

Kresser, GortraiepD, Liverpool, Parisian Ladies’ Tailor Nov 25 Isaac, Liverpool 

Lronnarpt, Fritz vox, 8t Margarets on Thames, Surrey Oct 30 Oppenheimer & Co, 
Copthall av 

Mavup, Wiiu1am Avsert, Coleman st Nov8 Linklater & Co, Bond ct, Walbrook 

=, Wituram, Egham, Surrey, Builder Oct 30 Lewin & Co, Southampton st, 

tran 
Mrenteeen, eat, Basing Park, Hants Oct 31 Soames & Co, Lennox House: 
orfolk s 

Patx, Epwarp, Abbotskerswel], Devon, Butcher Nov 14 Watts & Co, Newton Abbot 

Pavmer, Evizasets, Maidstone Novl4 Ellis, Maidstone 

Paynes, Anne, Norwich Nov 1 Gross, Woodbridge 

Piyy, Canovive Saran Louisa, Small Heath, Birmingham Nov9 Pointon & Evershed 
Birmingham 

PLUMMER, — and ExizAseta Piummer, Warmington, Warwick Oct 31 Kilby 

nbury 

ee pe Sypyry, Surbiton, Surrey Oct 31 Crosse & Sons, Lancaster pl, 

Stran 


Srvizr, Henry, Portsmouth Nov1 Wood & Robinson, Portsmouth 

Spencer, ANN Freeperica, Haywards Heath, Sussex Oct 31 Cockburn & Co, Hove 

SrrinGFEeLvow, Isapevua, Aspull, nr Wigan Oct 10 Taylor & Sons, Wigan 

Sumner, Josern, Bolton Oct3l1 Balshaws, Bolton 

Tsomas, Taomas Isaac, Aberavon,Glam Oct 3t Jenkins, Aberavon 

Tuoryton, Lucy, Berkhampsted, Hertford Nov1 Vaisey, Tring 

Topnam, Josern Bett, Llandudno, Carnarvon Nov10 Gradwell & Co, Liverpool 

Twe tts, Jonny, Repton, Derby, Gardener Nov4 J & WH Sale & Son, Derby 

a a Byarp Winter, Frome, Somerset Oct 21 Sheppard & Meyler, 
‘aunton 
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Wartsoy, Witt1am, Hale, Chester Nov 14 R & W Page, Manchester 

Westoy, Barrier, Leicester Oct 28 Ingram & Co, Leicester 

Wittett, Henry Suapwecr, Ramsgate Nov 30 OK & W Daniels, Ramsgate 

Wut) FIELD, THomas, Baguley, Chester, Farmer Nov 1 Nicholls & Co, Altrincham 

Wuittick, Ex1sor Bennion, Kingston upon Hull Nov15 Rollit & Co, Hull 

Wie, Epwarp, Sheffield, Butcher Dec1 Alderson & Co, Sheffield 

Wortey, Wittiam Cuarves, Green lanes, Islington, Medical Practitioner Nov 1 Worley, 
Woodford, Eseex 

Youxc, Epwiy Samugt, Tidey st, Poplar Oct 30 Russell & Sons, Coleman st 


London Gazetle.—Tuxrspay, Oct 4. 


BROWN, JOHN, Appledore, Kent, Farmer Oct 31 Dawes & Co, Rye, Sussex 

BALE, —_— Uxbridge rd, Ealing, Mason Oct 26 Stimson, Salisbury House, London 
wal 

BARCLAY, AGNES KINNEAR, West End In, West Hampstead Nov 14 Baileys & Co, 
Berners st 

BARKER, ROBERT HENRY, St Helens, Lincoln Nov1 Wray, Grimsby 

BELLEVUE, LOUISE, Fernshaw rd, Chelsea Nov14 Simmons & Simmons, Cheapside 

CAPEL, CHARLOTTE ELizA, St Leonards Nov15 Walls & Co, Old Jewry 

CoLtEBOURN, WILLIAM HENRY, Wolverhampton Novi1l Dallow & Dallow, Wolver- 
hampton 

COLERIDGE, the Hon Mra GERALDINE BEATRICE, Egerton mans, South Kensington Oct 
28 Shield & Mackarness, Petersfield, Hants 

CooK, HENRY, Woodkouse, York, Florist Dec1 Alderson & Co, Sheffield 

Cox, GEORGE, Hadleigh, Eseex Novi Arthy & Fisher, Southend on Sea 

CRAPP, FLIZABETH JANE, Plymouth Nov 8 Barrett, Plymouth 





DAVEY, HENRY, Priory rd, West Hampstead Oct 31 Kerly & Sons, Austio Friars 

DAY, SARAH ANS, Lowther hill, Forest Hill Oct 31 Buchanan & Hard, Basinghall st 

DEWHURST, MARY, Padiham, Lancaster Oct 31 Southern & Co, Burnley 

FORSTER, RICHARD, Carlisle Nov1 Errington, Carlisle 

GRAHAM, SARAH, Egerton mans, Bromptonrd Nov7 Graham & Wigley, King st 

GUNN, ARTHUR, Buxton Novi14 Simmons & Simmons, Cheapside 

HALL, GEORGE, Heaton, Newcastle on Tyne Nov4 Mather & Dickinson, Newcastle 
upon Tyne 

HARRIS, CHARLES, Jermyn st Nov 1 Hack, Pancras In 

ae FREDERICK, Beckenham, Kent Oct 26 Stimson, Salisbury House, London 
wa. 

HERBERT, GEORGE, Derby Nov4 White, Birmingham 

HULME, GEORGE, Bardsley, Lancaster Oct 18 Lees, Oldham 

Hyp, GEORGE, Horsham, Licensed Victualler Oct 29 Rawlison & Butler, Horsham 

JORDAN, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Heaton Chapel, Lancaster, Surgeon Nov 12 Boote & 
Co, Manchester 

MALLETT, RICHARD JoSHUA, Thorpe Hamlet, Norwich Oct 30 Ladell, Norwich 

O'DONOGHUE, RACHEL, Eastbourne Nov 165 Harwood & Pusey, Cannon st 

PENGELLY, RICHARD, Hammersmith rd, Miner Dec1 Munday, Plymouth 

PouNCE, PHOEBE, Hendon Nov15 James & James, Ely pl 

ania FRANCES, Essex villas, Kensington Nov 21 Rivington & Son, Fenchurch 

gs 

ROBERTS, JANET ELIZABETH, Warrington, Grocer Nov8 Ridgway, Warrington 

SMITH, JOSEPH, Chorlton upon Medlock, Manchester Novl March & Co, Manchester 

WILLS, WILLIAM, Moseley, King’s Norton Worcester Oct 31 Westwood & Co, 
Birmingham 

WooDWARD, JULIA Lucy, Clevedon, Somereet Nov1 Bubb & Co, Cheltenham 








Bankruptcy Notices. | 


} 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Sept. 30. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
| BLoomrietp, CHARLES, 
ApraHams, Louis, Manchester, Butcher Manchester Pet } 
Sept 21 Ord Sept 28 
A.p1s, Osporne, Chester Chester Pet Sept 13 Ord Sept 26 | 
Blacksmith's Assistan Bedford row 
Bept 27 
Brooxs, WittiAm Water, Hunstanton, Lodging House 
Proprietor King’s Lynn Pet Sept 26 OrdSept 26 
Butiock, Ropert Cuarues, Doncaster, Grocer Sheffield 
Pet Sept 26 Ord Sept 26 
Canter, Lena, Liverpool, Provision Merchant Liverpool 
Pet Aug 27 Ord Sept 27 | 
Carpet, Hon Ranpo.tps, Savoy st, Strand High Court 
Pet June 23 Ord Sept 26 
Currron, Louis Henry, and Jonw Hatiam, Peckham rd 
High Court Pet Aug10 OrdSept26 ~- 
Cottins, THomas, Chorley, Lancs, Draper Bolton Pet 
Sept 28 Ord Sept 28 
Coompes, Hersert Henry, Frome, Somerset, Ironmonger 
Frome Pet Sept 27 Ord Sept 27 
Davigs,.WiILLIAM Freperick, Lianharran, Glam, Colliery 
Rider Pet Sept 28 Ord Sept 28 
Earitt, Duscan Witwtam, Bromley, Kent Croydon Pet 
Aug 25 Ord Sept 28 | 
Evans, Rees, Pentre, Glam, Collier Pontypridd Pet 
Sept 27 Ord Sept 27 | 
FaietTHornr, AMagiaH Joun, Asbampstead, Berks, Baker 
Reading Pet Sept 27 Ord Sept 27 
Frower, Kopert Henry, Newbridge, Mon, Butcher's 
Manager Newport, Mon Pet Sept 26 Ord Sept 26 
Groocock, Epwin Wituiam, Hayter 1d, Krixton Hill, | 
Stockbruker’s Clerk High Court Pet Sept 28 Ord 


St Albans Pet Sept 27 Ord 


brough 


st, Birmi 


Preston 


11.30 ff Rec, Fi: 
Haist, Tom, Leeds, 
Bond st, Leeds 


Bond st, Leeds 


Southampton 


sept 28 
. . . il Manufacturer 
me Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet Sept 27 Ori chmbrs, Great Grimsby 


Haygurst, Taomas Josepa Atoysivs, Blackburn, Clothier 
Blackburn Pet Sept 27 Ord Sept 27 
Hittirr, R, Bournemouth, Fruit Merchant 

Sept 16 Ord Sept 28 
Hupp, Farperick Berry, Walsall, Glass Dealer Walsall | 
Pet Sept 26 Ord Sept 26 
Jacques, Henry, Sheffield, Yorke, Wholesale Provision 
Merchant Sheffield Pet Sept1@ Ord Sept 26 


ford, Ironmongers 


Poo'e Pet bldgs, Carey st 


Bolton 


Keen, Frank Fereperick Grorcr, Bogaor, School | A : A 
‘ ana tn 7 Pet Sept 28 Ord Sept 28 } Reo, SS, Veeteste ot, Live 
CENDALL, JOHN ARRIS, Brynmawr, Brecknock, Boot | ‘i 

Repairer Tredegar Pet Sept 27 Ord Sept 27 Of Reo, Figtres in, Hhefiield 


Keer, A R, Romford rd, Forest Gate, Leather Merchant 
High Court Pet Sept 9 Ord Sept 28 

Leipic, Bripcet, Jamaica rd, Bermondsey, Baker High 
Court Pet Sept 28 Ord Sept 28 

Lrytanp, Josxgrn, Atherton, Lancs, Grocer 
Pet sept 27 Ord Sept 27 

Mey.an, Louis Auaustus, Oundle, Northampton, Watch 
Maker Peterborough Pet Sept 27 Ord Sept 27 

Naytor, Epwarp Atrraep, Oxton, Birkenhead, Chemist 
Birkenhead Pet Aug 24 Ord Sept 28 

Newson, E, Cardiff, Tobacconist Cardiff Pet Aug 20 | 
Ord Sept 23 

Niccot,, Wititam, Darwen, Lancaster, Dye Maker 
Blackburn Pet Sept12 Ord Sept 26 

Parvett, Cuartes Epaar, Streatham hill, Commercial 
Traveller Wandsworth Pet Sept 28 Urd Sept 28 

Puitpot, Herpert AgtHuR, Ipswich, Journeyman Baker 
Ipswich PetSept 27 Ord Sept 27 

Riesy, Tuomas Henay, Ashton in Makerfield, Lancaster 
Jeweller Wigan Pet Sept15 Ord Sept 27 

Rowsotnam, Lewis Epwarp, New Basford, Nottingham, 

—— Agent Nottingham Pet Sept 28 Ord 

P 

Store, Heasert, Flanshaw, or Wakefield, Painter Wake- | 
field Pet Sept 24 Ord Sept 24 

Vivas, A, Bishopsgate st Within, Company Director High | 
Court Pet May 25 Ord Sept 26 | 


ford row 


Bolton 


marthen 


Bedford row 


Vout, Witu1aM, East Bradeuham, Norfolk, Miller King’s 
Lynn Pet Sept 26 Ord Sept 26 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


| Austin, James, Bishop’s rd, Paddington, Fruiterer Oct 

} 10at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

westoft, Smackowner 
12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Care.t, Hon Ranpo.rn, Savoy st, Strand Oct 11 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st ; 

Borrgen, Henry Witt1am Woop, jun, Harrow, Middlesex, Cranke,Frep, Barking, Essex, Stationer Oct 11 at3 14, 


Cuirton, Louis Henry, and Jonny Hattam, Peckham rd Oct 
10at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Ca: 
Cortett, CatHEerins Ann, Stockton on Tees, Draper Oct 
ll at 11.45 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, Middles- 


Dunkuey, Georor, Birmingham, Perambulator Manufac- 
turer Oct 10 at 11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation 


ogham 
Evans, Rers, Posten, Glam, Collier Oct 1lat 11 Off Rec, 
St Catherine's chmbrs, 8t Catherine st, Pontypridd 
| Foutps, Agtuur, Harle Syke, nr 
Hawker Oct 8 at 10,30 Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, 


Green, Water, jun, Ecclesfield, York, Grocer Oct 12 at 
8) i In, Sheffield 
rocer Oct 10 at 11.30 Off Rec, 24, 


Hart, Harry, — Draper Oct 10 at 11 Off Rec, 24, 


Heruerinaton, Joun Rosert, Middleton in Teesdale, 
Durham, Monumental Mason ct 11 at 11,30 Off 
Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 

Hivurer, Ricuagp, Bournemouth, Fruit Merchant Oct 11 
at 11 Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, 


Jongs, James, Stapleton, Salop, Farmer Oct,8 at12 Law 
Society's Room, College hill, Shrewsbury 

Kenpatt, Cuartes Witiiam, Great Grimsby, Cod Liver 

i Oct 8 at 11 


Lester, Sypney Curver, and Rates Lesrer, Dunstable. 
Oct 10 at 12 


Prowman, Samurt Jouy, Great Yarmouth, Confectioner | 
Oct 8 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Riesy, Tuomas Henry, Ashton in Makerfield, Lancaster, 
Jeweller Oct 11 at 3 Off Rec, 19, Exchange st, | 


Rivey, Joun, Liverpool, Fruit ~ ore Oct llatll Off 
Tpoo 

| Rurrer, Henry, Sheffield, Carting Contractor Oct 12 at 12 

Suira, WiiiriaMm, Southend on Sea Oct 11 at 12 14, Bed- 


Syaiuixe, Grorar Caartes, Worksop, Painter Oct 12 at | 8 Pet Sept 14 Ord Sept 29 
12.30 Off Rec, Figtree ln, Sheffield 

Storr, Hersert, Flanshaw, Wakefield, Painter Oct 10 at 
11 Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 

Tomas, Witttam Joun Regs, Kidwelly, Carmarthen, 
Painter Oct 12 at 11.15 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Car- 


Vivas, A, Bishopsgate st Within, Company Director O:t 
liatl Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Warers, Davip Joun, Swansea, Kutcher Oct8 atll Off 
Rec, Government bldgs, St Mary's st, Swansea 

Wass, Ricaarp, Uxbridge, Boot Daaler Oct 12 at 12 14, 


Wuire, Witiram Rurvs, Helston, Cornwall, Boo: Dealer 
Oct 8at4 Off Rec, 12, Princes st, Truro 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Baser, Littan Anyk, Bristol, Fancy Goods Dealer Bristo 
Pet Aug 11 Ord Sept 28 : 
Borren, Henry Witiiam Woop, jun, Harrow, Black- 

smith’s Assistant, 8t Albans Pet Sept 27 Ord Sept 27 
Baooxe, Witt1am Water, Hunstanton, Lodging House 


Buc ck, Rosert Cnarves, Doncaster, Grocer Sheffi-ld 
Pet Sept 26 Ord Sept 26 


Crarke, Frep, Barking, Essex, Stationer Chelmsford Pet 
Aug 23 Ord Sept 24 

Cotiins, THomas, Chorley, Lancs, Draper Bolton Pet 
Sept 28 Ord Sept 28 , 

Davies, Wittram Freperick, Lianharran, Glam, Colliery 
Rider Cardiff Pet Sept 28 Ord Sept 28 , 

Evans, Rees, Pentre, Glam, Collier Pontypridd Pet 
Sept 27 Ord Sept 27 

FairTHorne, AMABIAH Joun, Ashampstead, Berks, Baker 
Reading Pet Sept 27 Ord Sept 27 

F.iower, Rosert Henry, Newbridge, Mon, Butcher's 
Manager Newport,Mon Pet Sept 26 Ord Sept 26 

Groocock, Epwim Wix.14m, Hayter rd, Brixton hill, Stock- 
broker’s Clerk High Court Pet Sept 28 Ord Se,t 28 

Haas, Evarne Orro, and Coarugs Fritz Ister, Moorgate 
st, Bankers High Court Pet Aug16 Ord Sept 28 

Harst, Tom, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet Sept 27 Ord Sept 
97 


Oct 8 at 


rey st 


Hayuurst, Taomas Joseru Atoysius, Blackburn, Clotbier 
bluckburn Pet Sept 27 Ord Sept 27 

Hupp, Feeperick Berty, Walsall, Glass Dealer Walsall 
ret Sept 26 Ord Sept 26 

Keen, Frank Farperick Grorak, Bognor, School Teacher 
Brighton Pet Sept 28 Ord Sept 28 

Kerpatt, Joux Harnis, Brynmawr, Brecknock, Boot 
Repwurer Tredegar Pet Sept 27 Ord Sept 27 

Leipie, Buinaer, Bermondsey, Baker High Court Pet 
Sept 28 Ord Sept 28 

LeyLanp, Josrpn, Atherton, Lancs, Grocer Bolton Pet 
sept 27 Ord Sept 27 

Meyvay, Louis Avaustus, Oundle, Northampton, Jeweller 
Peterborough Pet Sept 27 Ord Sept 27 ; 

Parnevt, Cuarues Epvaar, Streatham hill, Commercial 
Traveller Wandsworth Pet Sept 28 Ord Sept 28 

Putrot, Hexsert Artuur, Ipswich, Journeyman Baker 
Ipswich Pet Sept 27 Ord Sept 27 : 

Rowsornam, Lewis Epwarp, New Basford, Nottingham, 
Commission Agent Nottingham Pet Sept 23 Ord 
Sept 28 

Srorr, Heueert, Flanshaw, nr Wakefield, Painter Wake- 
field Pet Sept 24 Ord Sept 24 7 

Vout, Witu1AM, East Bradenham, Norfolk, Miller King’s 
Lynn Pet Sept 26 Ord sept 26 


Burnley, Lancs, Coal 





Off Rec, 8t Mary's | 


Bankrupt y 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


PAITON, JAMES, Blackley, Manchester, Finisher Rochdale 
Adjud May 15,1907 Annul Sept 23, 1910 


London Gazette.—Tugspay, Oct. 4. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Armitrona, George, Gateshead, Blindmaker 


on Tyne Pet Sept 29 Ord Sept 29 
Bates, THomas, Armley, Leeds, Chemical Works Manager 
Leed: 


Newcastle 


Bartram, Groroe, Peterborough, China Dea'er Peter- 
berou Pet sept 5 Ord Oct 1 
Buackx, Tomas, Ullesthorpe, Leicester 
Sept 17 Ord Sept 29 

Baaus, Isipor, Regent st, Jeweller High Oourt Pct 
July 27 Ord Oct 1 

CanuaM, Roseat Guiver, Clarence rd, Hackney, General 
Joiner High Court Pet Oct1 Ord Uct 1 

Cartwuigat, Jonn, Newcastle under Lyme, Retail Jeweller 
Hanley Pet Oct1 Ord Oct 1 

| Crowes, AsTour Epwarp, Oakhill rd, Putney, Baker’s 

Journeyman Wandsworth Pet Sept 29 Ord Sept 29 

Coutsoy, Ropert, Half Close, nr Weslbam, Northumber- 

jand, Farmer Newcastle on Tyne Pec Sept 12 Ord 
t 29 


Leicester Pet 


Dickinson, Wituram, Leigh, Lancs, Grocer Bolton Pet 
sept 29 Ord Sept 29 

Epwarps, Jouw Evan, Llandudno, Plumbsr Bangor Pet 
Sept 29 Ord Sept 20 

Evans, Roy, Birmingham, Baker Birmingham Pet Sept 
30 Ord Bept 30 

Fry. Freperick, Exeter, Coal Dealer Exeter Pet Sept 28 


Proprietor King’s Lynn Pet Sept 26 Ord Sept 26 | Ord Sept 28 
Gitsey, Eric, Seymour st, Portman sq High Court Pet 
| Sept 6 Ord Sept 39 
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Hatiett, Gerarp, Roath Builder Cardiff 


Sept 30 Ord Sept 30 

Hart, W J, Great Prescott st, Solicitor High Court 
July 5 Ord Sept 30 

Hitt & Co, N Strawton, Eastcheap, Hemp Brokers 
Court Pet Aug 3 Ord Sept 30 

Hircucoce, Wiitam, 
minster Pet Sept 28 

Hotioway, Artnur Groror, Scarborough, Hotel 
prietor Scarborough Pet Sept7 Ord Sept 28 

Howter, W H, Towyn, Merioneth, Plumber Aberystwyth 
Pet Sept 20 Ord Sept 30 

Jenxixs, Henry, Great Tower st, Company Director High 
Court Pet Sept 13 Ord Sept 30 

Jones, Henry Ropert, Hastings, Furniture Dealer Hastings 
Pet Sept 30 Ord Sept 30 

Kiipy, Caar_rs, Upwood Fen, Huntingdon, Farmer Peter- 
borough Pet Oct1 Ord Oct 1 

Lixpiry, Groror Atsert, Skegness, Hotel Proprietor 
Boston Pet Oct1 Ord Oct 1 

Merepitu, Tnomas, Llandudno, Baker 
29 Ord Sept 29 


Cardiff, Pet 


Oreton, Salop, 
Ord Sept 28 


Farmer 


Pro- 


- 


| 
Kidder- | 
| Caosta, Epira Mary, Newport, Mon, 


| Dickinson, Wittram, Leigh, Lancs, Grocer 


Pet | 


High | 


Couuixs, THomas, Chorley, Lancs,!Draper Oct 13 at 3 
Exchange st, Bolton 
Corrox, Mosss, Blakeney, Glos, Grocer Oct 15 at 12 
tec, Station rd, Gloucester 
Coutson, Ropert, Half Close, nr Woodburn, Northumber, 
land, Farmer Oct 12 at 12 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st- 
Newcastle 


19, 


Off 


Brush Manufac- 
facturer Uct 12 at 11.30 Off Rec, 114, Commercial st, 


Newport, Mon 


Dagrewt, Joun Freeman, Framlingham Oct 1l3at2 Off 
Rec, 36, Prince's st, Ipswich 

Davigs, WituiAM Frepericx, Lianharran, Glam, Oolliery 
Rider Oct12at3 Off Rec, 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 


Oct 14 at 3 
19, Exchange st, Bolton 


| Eartz, Duxcaw Witu1am, Bromley, Kent Oct 12 at 12 132, 
| 


| Fry, Freperick, Exeter, Coal Dealer 


Bangor Pet Sept | 


Owen, Steruew Fratoner, Blackburn, Implement Maker | 


Blackburn Pet Aug5 Ord Sept 29 


Ruck, Wituram, Pickering, Yorks, Medical Practitioner | 


Scarborough Pet Sept 10 
Russery, THomas, Sedgley, Staffs, General Dealer 
Pet Sept 30 Ord Sept 30 
Suearn, Cuartes, Midsomer Norton, Somerset, Fruiterer 
ells Pet Sept 29 Ord Sept 29 


Ord Sept 28 


Warp, Hareiert, Great Yarmouth, Cowkeeper (Creat Yar 


mouth Pet Sept 30 Ord Sept 30 
Warson, W G, Lichfield rd, East Ham, Builder High 
Court Pet Sept 6 Ord Sept 29 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Sept 13: 
GoLpMAN, Pet 
Sept 8 


Anniz, Crewe Liverpool Aug 19 Ord 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Sept 30 : 


Apis, Osporne CHarurs Vy Chester 


Sept 13 Ord Sept 26 


SE, Chester Pet 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


Bett, Hersert H, Devonport, Devon Guildford 


19 RecOrd April5 Rese Sept 6 


Pet Feb 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Apranams, Louis, Manchester, Butcher 
Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 


Low Fell, Gateshead, Blind Maker 
Off Rec, 80, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


Oct 12at 3 Off 

ArmsTrona, Grorar, 
Oct 12 at 11,30 
Tyne 

Barres, Tuomas, Armley, Leeds, Chemical Works Manager 
Oct 12 at 11 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Baynes, Ricnarp, Barrow in Furness, Coal Dealer Oct 12 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furnes 

Buiack, Tuomas, Ullesthorpe, Leicester Oct 12 at 3 
Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Borrey, Henry WitiiaAm Woon, 
smith’s Assistant Oct 13 at 12 


Braun, Isipor, Regent st, Jeweller 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Off 


14, Bedford row 
Oct 13 at 1 


Sank 

Buttock, Ropert Cuarizs, Doncaster, Grocer Oct 12 atl 
Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheflield 

Caxuam, Ropert Guirer, Clarence rd, Hackney, General 
Joiner Oct 13at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Crowes, Artuur Epwarp, Oakhill rd, Putney, Baker's 
Journeyman Oct 14 at 11.30 132, York rd, West- 
minster Bridge 


Dudley 


| Hitt & Co, N Stanton, Eastcheap, Hemp Brokers 


jun, Harrow, Black- | 


| Hottow 


York rd, Westminster Bridge 


Oct 13 at 11 Off 


Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 
Gartox, Mark, Kingston upon Hull, Joiner Oct 12 at 11 
Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Lowgate, Hull 
Gitnry, Eric, Seymour st, Portman sq Oct 17 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Gitt, Grorck Hersert, Blackburn, Fish Salesman Oct 
12at11 Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, Preston ¥ 
Haytor rd, 
Oct 14 at 12 


Groocock, Epwis WIL.IaAM, 
Stockbroker’s Clerk 
Carey st 

Hart, W J, Great Prescott st, Solicitor 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 


Brixton hill, 
Sankruptcy bldgs, 


Haworrs, Ricnarp Hewry, Accrington, Grocer Oct 12 at 
11.15 Off Reo, 13, Winckley st, Preston 
atl Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

ay, ArTaur Georas, Westborough, Scarborough 

Hotel Proprintor Oct 14 at 4 Off Rec, 48, Westborough 
Scarborough 

Howarp, Puttie, Newport, Mon. Engineer 
Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 


| 
Jenkins, Henry, Great Tower st,Company Director Oct | 
. | HALLETT, GERARD, Roath, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff 


17 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 





ADJUDICATIONS. 


ABRAHAMS, LouIs, Manchester, 
Pet Sept 21 Ord Sept 30 
ARMSTRONG, GEORGE, Low Fell, Gateshead, Blindmaker 

Newcastle on Tyne Pet Sept 29 Ord Sept 29 
BAILES, THOMAS, Armley, Leeds, Chemical Works Man. 
ager Leeds Pet Sept 14 Ord Sept 30 
CANHAM, RORERT GUIVER. Clarence rd, Hackney, General 
Joiner High Court Pet Oct1 Ord Oct 1 
CARTWRIGHT, JOHN, Newcastle under Lyme, 
Jeweller Hanley Pet Oct1 Ord Oct 1 
CLIFTON, LOUIS HENRY, and JoHN HaLLAM jun, Peckham 
rd HighCourt Pet Aug 10 Ord Sept 380 


Butcher Manchester. 


Re‘ail 


| CLOWES, ARTHUR EDWARD, Oakhill rd, Putney, Baker's 


at 12) 


Oct 14 - | 
Sess Tet | EDWARDS JOHN EVAN, Llandudno, Plumber 


Oct 17, 


Oct 12 at 12 | 


Keey, Frank Freperick Georar, Bognor, School Teacher | 


Oct 20 at 10.30 Off Rec, 124, Marlborough pl, Brighton 
Kerr, A R, Romford rd, Forest Gate, Leather Merchant 
Oct 12 at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Leipic, Barpart, Jamaica rd, Berm ondsey, Baker 
at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
LAND, Josep#, Atherton, Lancaster, Grocer 
3 Off Rec, 19, Exchange st, Bolton 
Matuert, Tuomas, Cardiff, School Attendance Officer Oct 
13at3 Off Rec, 117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 
Mitiican, Frances, Liverpool, Tobacco Dealer Oct 12 at 
11 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Morarts, Percy Doveras, Prince’s ay, Finchley, Planter 
Octi7jat12 14, Bedford row 
Naytor, James, Morecambe, Lancaster, Coal Merchant 
Parnett, CHartes Epaar, Streatham hill, Streatham 


Coremercial Traveller Oct 12 at 11,30 132, York rd, 
Westminster Bridge 


Oct 4 


Le Oct 12 at 


Puitrot, Hereert Artuvr, Ipswich, Journeyman Baker 


Oct 13 at 12.30 Off Rec, 36, Prince’s st, Ipswich 
i 


K, Wituram, Pickering, York, Medical Practitioner 
Oct 14 at 4.30 Off Rec, 48, Westborough, Scarborough 


Rue 


| TWEDDLE, JOHN, Newcastle on Tyne, Plumber 


Kuss, Taomas Henry, Cardiff, Hosier Oct 13 at 12 Off | 


Rec, 117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 


Suzarn, Coaries, Midsomer Norton, Somerset, Fruiterer 
Oct 12 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Suita, Georcre Epowarp, Attercliffe, Sheffield, Restaurant 
Keeper Oct 12at 11 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Warsoy, W G, Lichfield rd, East Ham, Builder 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Oct 12 at | 


| WARD, HARRIET, Gt Yarmouth, Cowkeeper 


| 
| 
| 
| 


Journeyman Wandsworth Pet Sept 29 Ord Sept 29 

DALE, ARCHIBALD ALEXANDER, Egremont, 
Master Tailor Liverpool Pet Aug 16 

DARRELL, JOHN FREEMAN, Framlingham 
Aug2 Ord Octl 

DICKINSON, WILLIAM, Leigh, Lancs, Grocer Pet 
Bept 29 Ord Oct 29 

DRUMMOND, ELIZABETH, Blackpool, Fancy Goods Dealer 
Preston Pet Sept9 Ord Oct 1 

DUxBURY, JOHN, Padiham, Lancs, Draper 
Sept 16 Ord Sept 29 

EARLE, DUNCAN WILLIAM, Bromley, Kent 
Aug2 Ord Oct1l 

EDWARDS, CECIL, Saint James’ st 
Ord Sept 30 


Chester, 
Ord Sept 29 
Ipswich Pet 


3olton 


Burnley Pet 


Croydon Pet 


High Court Pet Aug 4 


Bangor Pet 


Bept 29 Ord Sept 29 
ELMAN, LEOPOLD, and LAWRENCE ELMAN, Chatsworth rd, 
Clapton, Pianoforte Merchants High Court Pet Sept 
17. Ord Oct 1 
Evaws, Roy, Birmingham, Baker and 
3irmingham Pet Sept 30 Ord Sept 30 
FORSYTH, JAMES, West Jesmond, Newcastle on Tyne 
Clerk Newcastle on Tyne Pet Sept 24 Ord Sept 26 
FRY, FREDERICK, Exeter, Coal Dealer Exeter 
28 Ord Sept 28 


Confectioner 


Pet Sept 


Pet 
Sept 30 Ord Sept 30 

HILLIER, RICHARD, Bournemouth, Fruit Merchant 
Pet Sept16 Ord Oct1l 

HITCHCOCK, WILLIAM, Oreton, nr Cleobury 
Salop, Farmer Kidderminster Pet Sept 
Sept 28 

JONES, HENRY ROBERT, Hastings, Furniture 
Hastings Pet Sept 30 Ord Sept 30 

JONES, JAMES, Stapleton, Salop, Farmer Shrewsbury 
Sept 24 Ord Sept 30 

KILBY, CHARLES, Upwood Fen, Huntingdon, 
Peterborough Pet Oct1 Ord Oct 1 

MEREDITH, THOMAS, Llandudno, Baker 
29 Ord Sept 29 

NICCOLL, WILLIAM, Darwen, Lancs, Dye Maker 
burn Pet Sept 12 Ord Sept 29 

RUSSELL, THOMAS, Sedgley, Stafford, 
Dudley Pet Sept 30 Ord Sept 30 

SHEARN, CHARLES, Midsomer Norton, Somerset, Fruiterer 
Wells Pet Sept 29 Ord Sept 29 


Poole 


Mortimer, 
Ord 


98 

Dealer 
Pet 
Farmer 


Bangor Pet Sept 


black- 


General Dealer 


Newcastle 
on Tyne PetSept 8 Ord Sept 26 

W ALFORD-GOSNALL, JOHN DESBOROUGH PEARSON, Ingate- 
stone, Essex Chelmsford PetJune 13 Ord Sept 28 

Gt Yarmouth 

Pet Sept 30 Ord Sept 30 

Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 

London Gazette of Sept 13: 


GOLDMAN, ANNIE, Crewe, Chester, General Dealer 
pool Pet Augi9 OrdSept 9 


Liver 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


maa, 


FUND, LIMITED, 


ESTABLISHED in 1890. 


MoOoORGATE STRAT, LONDonm, 


EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS—LICENSED PROPERTY. 





x 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


Upwards of 650 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the 
direction and supervision of the Corporation. 


X | 





Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 
On application. 














